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Camacho, Maria Zoraida Tan, and Arsenia V.
Tolentino; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr, EUPFERMAN (by request) :

H.R. 6209, A bill for the relief of Wesley
Crump; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6210. A bill for the relief of Ethel Mc-
Leod; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAILLIARD:

H.R.6211. A bill for the relief of Rosette
Sorge Savorgnan; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MATHIAS of California:

HR.6212. A bill for the relief of Antonio
S. Martins; to the Committee on the Judi-

H.R. 6213. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Maria
da Concelcao Rodrigues; to the Committee
on the Judielary.

By Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland:

H.R.6214. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Chung Sock Palk; to the Committee on the
Judieiary.

By Mr. MORSE:

H.R.6215. A bill for the relief of Chang
Ghoone Yi; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R.6216. A bill for the relief of Paulina
Crisci; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H.R.6217. A bill for the relief of Moham-
med Ali Moallem; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. O'KONSKI:

H.R. 6218. A bill for the relief of William

E. Neu; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. PUCINSKI:

H.R.6219. A bill for the relief of Alexander
Aliferis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6220. A bill for the relief of Ioannis
Grimbilas; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 6221. A bill for the relief of Vasiliki
Angelopoulos; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 6222, A bill for the relief of Antonia
Grimbila; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.
By Mr. RYAN:

HR.6223. A bill for the rellef of Luigi
Viekoslav Pirjavec, to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RYAN (by request):

H.R.6224. A bill for the relief of Marlo
Cianciulli and his wife, Candida Cianciulli;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, SCHEUER:

H.R.6225. A bill for the relief of Errol
George Minto; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.6226. A bill for the rellef of Muriel
C. Greaves; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr, SCHWEIKER:

HR.6227, A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Margaret Rebecca Riley Black; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. WATKINS:

H.R.6228. A bill for the rellef of Lloyd T.
Eastburn; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. YOUNGER:

H.R.6220. A bill for the relief of William
Wallace Division, Wallace-Murray Corp, (for-
merly Willlam Wallace Co.); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania:

H. Res. 320. Resolution providing for send-
ing the bill H.R. 6190, for the relief of the
O'Brien Dieselectric Corp., to the Court of
Claims; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

37. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Henry Stoner, Portland, Oreg., relative to
Federal income tax returns, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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SENATE

MonbpAy, FEBRUARY 27, 1967

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the President
pro tempore.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty and ever-living God, as we
bow in this quiet moment dedicated to
the unseen and the eternal, make vivid
our abiding faith, we beseech Thee, in
those deep and holy foundations which
our fathers laid, lest in foolish futility
in this desperate and dangerous day we
attempt to build on sand instead of rock.

Enable Thy servants in this place of
governance, in the discharge of great re-
sponsibilities of public trust, to be calm,
confident, wise, and just, their hope in
Thee as an anchor sure and steadfast.

Make us honest and honorable enough
to bear the vision of the truth, wherever
it may lead; to cast aside all pretense;
and expediency which warp the soul.

Give us, O God, the strength to build

The city that hath stood

Too long a dream, whose lawe are love,

Whose ways are brotherhood:

And where the sun that shineth is God’s
grace for human good.

We ask it in the name of Him who is
the light and the truth. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MaNsFIeLD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
February 24, 1967, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one of his
secretaries.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF
1967—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT (H. DOC. NO. 60)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States
transmitting reorganization Plan No. 1
of 1967. Without objection, the message
will be printed in the REecorp, without
being read, and appropriately referred.

The message from the President was
referred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:
I am transmitting Reorganization Plan
No. 1 of 1967.
This plan would transfer from the
Secretary of Commerce to the Secretary
of Transportation authority to approve

. the surrender of certain ship documents.

These documents include certificates of
ownership, declarations of eitizenship,
and related ship papers isstued for com-
mercial vessels covered by preferred
mortgages or owned by the United States.

Under the act establishing the Depart-
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ment of Transportation, the Secretary
of Transportation, acting through the
Coast Guard, will have responsibility for
recording bills of sale, transfers, and
mortgages of ships; for issuing new ma-
rine documents; and for retaining cus-
tody of preferred mortgages on vessels.

The Secretary of Transportation will
not, however, have the authority to ap-
prove the surrender of documents for
vessels covered by preferred mortgages.
That authority still resides with the
Secretary of Commerce.

As a result, shipowners will have to
deal with two separate departments of
the Federal Government every time a
ship’s name is changed, its structure is
modified, or it is sold or transferred.

In each of these and other cases, the
shipowner must first seek the approval
of the Secretary of Commerce to sur-
render the ship’s documents and then re-
quest the Secretary of Transportation
to issue new documents.

The reorganization plan is designed to
eliminate this duplication of effort, and
to save time and expense for shipowners.

This is not a major reorganization
plan. Buf it is important. It is part of
our larger effort to streamline the Gov-
ernment, to make its operations as effi-
cient as possible, and to enable it to pro-
vide better service to the citizens and
businessmen of this country.

This plan has been prepared in ac-
cordance with chapter 9 of title V of the
United States Code. I have found, after
investigation, that the reorganization is
necessary to accomplish one or more of
the purposes set forth in section 901(a)
of that title.

I recommend that the Congress allow
the reorganization plan to become
effective.

LynNpoN B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE Hovuse, February 27, 1967.

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H.
DOC. NO. 61)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States
relating to the District of Columbia.
Without objection, the message from the
President will be printed in the REcorp,
without being read, and will be appro-
priately referred.

The message from the President was
referred to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:
Our goal for the Nation's Capital is a
city of which all Americans can be proud.
As I said 2 years ago, this city and its
government must be, for its residents
and the entire world, “a living expression
of the highest ideals of democratic gov-
ernment.” It should be a city of beauty
and inspiration, of equal justice and op-
portunity. Itshould be a model for every
American city, large and small. It
should be a city in which our citizens and
our friends from abroad can live and
work, visit our great national monu-
ments, and enjoy our parks and walk our
streets without fear. )
The District of Columbia is the Na-
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tion’s ninth largest city. It is the center
of the fastest growing metropolitan area
in the country, with a population today
of 2.5 million. As such, its citizens have
all the problems—and are entitled to all
the rights—of the citizens of any large
city in this country.

The District of Columbia is also the
Capital of our Nation, and the seat of
every major agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment. As such, there is a significant
Federal interest in the affairs of this city.

Since I have been President, I have ad-
dressed myself to the difficult problem
of balancing the interest of the residents
of the District as citizens of a large city
with that of the National Government as
representative of the people of the entire
country.

The actions of the 89th Congress dem-
onstrate that it shares my concern that
both these interests be fairly served.
While the 89th Congress did not move
forward in every field as many of us
would have preferred, its accomplish-
ments do illustrate our mutual interest
in making the District of Columbia a
place in which we can all take pride:

A new 4-year college and a technical
institute were authorized to bring better
education and training to our young.

A mass transit system was authorized
to serve the city and its suburbs and an
interstate agency was created to plan and
build the system.

A comprehensive minimum wage law
was enacted.

Urban renewal was started for the com-
mercial area in the heart of the city.

Two new museums, the Hirshhorn and
the Air and Space, were authorized.

A Commission to plan a Visitor's Cen-
ter was established. These actions are
an important, and a very historic begin-
ning. The Distriet’s programs for hous-
ing, education, health, welfare, and rec-
reation must be expanded and improved.
Its war against crime must be sharply
stepped up.

The 1968 budget for the District calls
for increased efforts in each of these
areas. The budget would finance long-
delayed school construction projects. I
would provide the personnel and equip-
ment needed to enhance the quality of
education. It would provide resources
vitally needed by the police and it would
enable us to combat crime at its source
with improved housing, eduecation,
training, health and rehabilitation serv-
ices.

But prompt action on the 1968 budget
alone is not enough.

The citizens of the District are entitled

Elect the government which serves
them.

Efficient and effective government ma-
chinery.

Representation in the Congress of the
United States.

Streets and homes that are free from
crime and the fear of crime.

The citizens of our Nation, as well as
those of the District, are entitled to a
Capital that is—

Inspiring, dignified and beautiful.

A place where the great scholars of the
Nation and the world can come to work,
study, and learn.

A hospitable location for the scores of
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foreign governments which are repre-
sented here.
Accessible by transportation conven-
ient to all who visit here.
1. A BETTER GOVERNMENT FOR THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

The District of Columbia, as a major
American city and the center of a large
metropolitan area, faces all the problems
of explosive urbanization—a rising crime
rate, trafic congestion and parking
shortages, decaying buildings and homes
and inadequate health and education
services. To meet these needs, the Dis-
trict must have the most responsive and
efficient government we are capable of
providing.

I recommend a three-point program to
bring new vitality and strength to the
Distriet’s government: Home rule, re-
organization and strengthening of the
District government, representation in
the Congress.

HOME RULE

To provide a system of government
appropriate for the people who live here
and worthy of our heritage, the residents
of the District of Columbia must be given
a voice in the selection of their local offi-
cials.

The citizens of the District today have
no voice in the government of their city.
Despite the principle so long cherished
in this country, they are taxed without
representation. They are asked to as-
sume the responsibilities of citizenship
and at the same time denied one of its
most fundamental rights.

This continuing denial of democracy is
an affront to our traditions and to the
citizens who make the District their
home.

The need for home rule stems from
practical considerations as well. Man-
agement of any large metropolitan
center, in this era of rapid technological
and social change, must be promptly re-
sponsive to new demands and new con-
ditions. The Congress, preoccupied as
it should be with the problems of this
great Nation, cannot be expected to pro-
vide the day-to-day management that
should be provided by locally elected of-
ficials. The 535 Members of Congress
should not be expected to serve as city
councilmen for the city of Washington.

The bill to provide self-government
for the District, which I transmitted to
the 89th Congress, was designed to af-
ford local citizens a full voice in their
affairs and at the same time provide ade-
quate safeguards for the legitimate in-
terests of the Federal Government in our
Nation’s Capital. The Senate passed
that bill. While the House of Repre-
sentatives did not pass the bill I sub-
mitted, a majority of its Members clearly
went on record in support of the prineiple
of home rule.

I again endorse the home rule bill,

As I said in my message on the District
of Columbia budget:

I believe that the last Congress should have
granted home rule to the citizens of the Dis-
trict, and I urge the present Congress to give
them home rule.

REORGANIZATION OF THE DISTRICT
GOVERNMENT

Improvements in District government

need not await the passage of home rule
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legislation. Interim action under the
Reorganization Act can bring urgently
needed improvements to make the pres-
ent unwieldly structure into an efficient
and effective instrument of munieipal
government.

I will shortly transmit to the Congress
a reoganization proposal to strengthen
and modernize the government of the
District of Columbia.

The present District government or-
ganization was established almost a cen-
tury ago. The District was then a com-
munity of 150,000 people. Less than 500
persons were employed by its government,

Today the District has 800,000 residents.
Its government employs some 30,000 peo-
ple. Its 1968 budget is more than half
8 billion dollars. This major metrop-
olis cannot be properly governed with
the cumbersome machinery of an ar-
chaic and obsolete structure.

The District is entitled to have the best
and most efficient municipal government
we can provide. The Nation’s Capital
should lead the country in applying the
techniques of modern management to
the organization and administration of
its programs.

The reorganization plan I propose
would create a mayor-council form of
government—the form which has been
found most successful in the Nation’s 27
largest cities.

Under the reorganization plan, the
President, subject to Senate confirma-
tion, would appoint from among District
residents a single Commissioner as chief
executive and a Counecil of nine members.

The single Commissioner would serve
at the pleasure of the President. Coun-
cil members would serve 2-year terms,
five to be appointed one year and four the
next. The staggered terms would insure
continuity of experience on the Couneil.

The powers and responsibilities which
the three-man Board of Commissioners
presently have would be apportioned be-
tween the single Commissioner and the
Council. The Commissioner would be
assigned the executive functions now
vested in the Board of Commissioners.
Like most mayors, he would be given re-
sponsibility and authority to organize
and manage the District government, to
administer its programs, and to prepare
its budget of revenues and expenses.

The Council would be responsible pri-
marily for making loeal rules and regu-
lations—the District’s city ordinances.
This would include the guasi-legislative
functions which are now performed by
the Board of Commissioners, such as li-
censing rules, the issuance of police reg-
ulations, and the establishment of rates
for property taxation. It would also re-
view and approve the Commissioner’s
budget for submission to the President.

This reorganization would unify execu-
tive and administrative authority in a
single Commissioner. While the Dis-
trict has been fortunate in the caliber
and dedication of men who have become
Commissioners, divided executive au-
thority cannot provide effective manage-
ment for the municipal affairs of a city
of almost 1 million people.

The Capital City of this Nation can no
longer afford government by three
heads—each wearing several hats. To
achieve their maximum potential, Dis-
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trict programs—and federally assisted
programs in the Distriet—require clear-
cut executive authority and flexible gov-
ernment machinery at the local level—
not divided authority which too often
produces prolonged negotiations and in-
action. A single executive can bring
effective management, direction, and
control to the task of meetinz increas-
ingly complex needs.

But reorganization alone will not as-
sure the Nation's Capital the best mu-
nicipal government. The District must
also be able to attract and hold top men
in the widely varying fields required for
effective city government.

I recommend legislation to give the
District government an ample quota of
its own top executive-level positions—
supergrades and levels IV and V. The
District government must be able to offer
attractive salaries and opportunities for
career advancement if it is to draw the
caliber of person which the government
of the Nation’s Capital deserves.

As these fundamental changes are
made, it will be possible to effect further
improvements, both in the structure of
the District government and in its rela-
tionships to other agencies serving the
Nation’s Capital.

These proposals in no way substitute
for home rule. The single Commis-
sioner and the nine-man Council will
give the District a better organized and
more efficient government, but they will
have no functions beyond those the three
Commissioners now possess. The new
structure will make the transition to
self-government easier, but only home
rule will provide the District with a dem-
ocratic government—of, by, and for its
citizens.

REPRESENTATION IN THE CONGRESS

A proper complement to locally elected
District officials is locally elected voting
representation in the Congress.

I recommend that the Constitution be
amended to authorize one Representa-
tive for the District of Columbia in the
House and such additional representa-
tion in the House and the Senate as the
Congress may from time to time provide.

Upon ratification, this would give the
District of Columbia at least one sure
voice—the minimum possible voting rep-
resentation—in the Congress. At the
same time, it would provide, through the
Congress, the ability to adjust the rep-
resentation for the Distriet as population
increases and as other changes make
such adjustments appropriate and fair.

Ratification by the States and enact-
ment by the necessary implementing
legislation will take some time. But
Distriet citizens should not be left com-
pletely without a voice in the Congress
during this vital interim period. They
are entitled to some representation in the
Congress now.

I recommend legislation to permit the
citizens of the District to elect a non-
voting delegate to the House of Repre-
sentatives. Such a delegate would be
comparable to the delegates who for-
merly represented Hawaii and Alaska
and to the present Resident Commis-
sioner for the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico.

A delegate from the District in the
House of Representatives would be of
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benefit to both the Congress and the
Distriet in providing a more adequate
line of communication on District mat-
ters. A collateral benefit would be the
opportunity for Distriet citizens, through
the experience of biennial elections, to
develop additional local leadership and
more effective political organizations
responsive to the citizens who live here.
II. THE WAR ON CRIME

In my message to the Congress on
crime in America, I said:

Lawlessness is like a plague. Its  costs,
whether economic, physical or psychological,
are spread through every alley and every
street in every neighborhood. It creates a
climate in which people make choices, not
out of confidence, but out of fear.

That plague has struck our Nation’s
Capital. But, as I said in that same
message:

We can control crime if we will. We must
act boldly, now, to treat anclent evils and to
insure the public safety.

In my 1965 message on the District
of Columbia, I announced the establish-
ment of the Commission on Crime in
the District of Columbia and asked for
additional policemen, special incentives
to attract and hold first-rate policemen,
improvements in our courts to handle
the growing criminal caseload, new cor-
rectional techniques to break the cycle
of crime, prison, release, and crime.

The Congress responded, and in the
past 2 years there have been significant
advances. Working together, we have
increased police salaries, authorized
overtime compensation for police officers,
provided additional judgeships in the
court of general sessions, established a
work release program for misdemeanor
offenders, and created a District of Co-
lumbia Bail Agency.

Through the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Act, the Department of Justice has
provided funds to support development
of a model police radio communications
system, a police planning bureau, an in-
service police training program for all
staff levels, a computerized law enforce-
ment information system for the metro-
politar. area, additional mobile units.

The District of Columbia Commis-
sioners have issued orders reorganizing
the Police Department and the Depart-
ment of Corrections to increase their ef-
ficiency and effectiveness.

These are significant steps forward.
But more—much more—remains to be
done.

In December 1966, the President’s
Commission on Crime in the District of
Columbia submitted a comprehensive
report on the nature and extent of the
District’s crime problem and on the
quality of the District’s response to it.
The report assembled facts, carefully ex-
plored alternatives and presented a
broad and practical program for action.

The Crime Commission reported that
since 1960 the rate of homicides and
housebreakings in the District has
doubled, the rate of robberies and auto
thefts has almost tripled, the rate of
grand larcenies has increased by more
than 50 percent.

The Commission’s report emphasizes
that any meaningful attack on crime in-
volves comprehensive and persistent ac-
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tion over a period of several years. The
report makes the priorities clear. We
must develop new programs to deal with
juvenile delinquency, develop and use
the most effective law enforcement ma-
chinery available, strengthen our courts
and prosecutors so that persons charged
with crime can be tried quickly and
fairly, guarantee that our rehabilitative
efforts reflect the wisest experience in
the field of corrections, so that we can
break the vicious cycle of crime, prison,
and more crime, develop an information
and evaluation system which permits
rapid appraisal of our efforts to control
crime.

Measured against the demands of these
goals, piecemeal efforts will not suffice.
Crime will not be controlled by strength-
ening just one or two agencies in the
field. All parts of the government with
law enforcement and criminal justice
responsibilities must be strengthened.
Private citizens must participate at every
level—from support for the police and
promptly reporting crimes, to testify-
ing in court and employing good risk
offenders.

THE COMMITMENT

Crime in the sixties and seventies can
no more be fought with inadequate budg-
ets and obsolete tools than with words
of public indignation. The District of
Columbia needs financial resources to
provide the manpower, training, new
facilities, and equipment and information
systems—to prevent crime before it oc-
curs, to process offenders swiftly and to
develop programs which prevent repeti-
tion of crime by offenders and return
them to useful lives.

Equally important, the police and gov-
ernment officials of the District need
the personal support of every citizen who
lives here and of the Congress. So long
as I am President, I will take every step
necessary to control crime in the Dis-
triet and to make it a community of safe
streets and homes, free from crime and
the fear of crime.

My message on the District’s budget
described some of the efforts we must
make: A further increase in police sal-
aries, additional funds to improve police
planning, communications, and trans-
portation, more police officers, particu-
larly sergeants to improve supervision,
additional funds for our efforts to curb
juvenile delinquency, expanded assist-
ance for the planning, construction, and
modernization of courts and correctional
facilities.

To support these efforts, I am request-
ing $11.6 million—a 20-percent in-
crease—in the fiscal 1968 appropriations
for the District police, courts, and cor-
rectional activities. I urge the Congress
to act promptly on this vital request.

LAW ENFORCEMENT

Action on the District’s budget alone
is not enough. Our laws—and the weap-
ons of those who enforce our laws—must
be strengthened. I propose a 10-point
program to achieve this objective.

1, GUN CONTROL

Pistols are relatively easy to purchase
in the District of Columbia. As the
Crime Commission found, “almost any-
one who is willing to fill out a form and
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wait for 48 hours can buy a handgun.”
The only persons who may not purchase
handguns are minors, the mentally ill,
drug addicts, and convicted felons. It
makes no difference whether the individ-
ual has any need to purchase a pistol.
Pistols may also be purchased by mail
without restriction.

Any person who is not a felon or drug
addict may possess a pistol in the Dis-
trict. It makes no difference whether he
is mentally ill, a minor, or a chronic alco-
holic, whether the weapon was obtained
legally or illegally or whether there is any
need for possession of the weapon.

Between July 1, 1965, and June 30,
1966, 1,850 major crimes were committed
in the District of Columbia with pistols:
73 homicides, 640 assaults, 1,137 rob-
beries and attempted robberies.

No civilized community in the 20th
century should permit a situation such
as this to exist. Experience in cities that
regulate the purchase and possession of
handguns and the studies of the Crime
Commission eclearly show that strict con-
trols can strengthen our efforts to reduce
violent crimes. Such controls cannot
eliminate the danger of violence in our
society. But they can help keep lethal
weapons out of dangerous and irrespon-
sible hands.

As the District Crime Commission em=
phasized, New York City, with the most
stringent pistol control law in the coun-
try, has many crimes committed with
handguns, but the relative number of
such crimes is significantly less than in
the District.

The District had a handgun murder
rate of 9.1 per 100,000 of population in
fiscal 1966, New York City had a rate of
only 1.7. The handgun assault rate was
79.8 in the District, but only 20 in New
York. The handgun robbery rate was
141.7 in the District, but only 45.4 in
New York.

I recommend legislation to:

Prohibit possession of firearms by
minors, chronic alcoholics, and the men-
tally ill, as well as felons and drug addicts
who are covered by existing law.

Prohibit purchase of firearms by
chronic aleoholics, as well as minors, the
mentally ill, felons, and drug addiets who
are now covered.

Require that any person desiring to
purchase, possess, or carry a pistol in
public obtain a license which will be
granted only if he can show that he
needs the weapon to protect his person
or property.

Prohibit anyone from carrying rifles
and shotguns in publie, unless unloaded
and properly encased.

Authorize the courts to impose in-
creased penalties where a firearm is used
in the commission of a robbery.

2. POWER TO ARREST WITHOUT A WARRANT

At present District police officers are
authorized to arrest without a warrant
only when they have reason to believe
that the person has committed an armed
robbery, murder, or some other felony, or,
one of a limited number of misdemean-
ors, such as possession of narcotics or
carrying a concealed weapon. The police
today may not arrest a person whom
they believe has committed other serious
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offenses, such as an assault or unlawful
entry, without first obtaining a warrant
for his arrest.

I recommend legislation to extend the
authority of police to arrest without a
warrant to additional serious offenses,
such as assault, unlawful entry, and at-
tempted housebreaking. This will allow
the police to respond more quickly and
effectively to criminal acts threatening
serious harm to our cifizens.

3. WITNESSES

Of vital importance to crime control
and any criminal prosecution is the
availability of witnesses and their free-
dom from threats and intimidation.

Existing laws provide ample protec-
tions against intimidation of witnesses—
but only after charges have been filed.
It is not a crime to bribe or threaten
persons with vital information before
charges have been filed.

I recommend that the obstruction of
justice statute be extended to cover inter-
ference with criminal investigations be-
fore charges have been filed.

In addition, the power of police to take
custody of material witnesses at the scene
of a crime must be clarified.

I recommend that the police of the
District of Columbia be given authority
to take custody of a material witness
whenever there is reason to believe that
he will not be available to testify in court.
After the witness has been taken into
custody, he would be promptly brought
before a judicial officer who could either
set conditions upon his release to insure
reappearance or make arrangements for
taking his deposition prior to release.

4. CITATIONS BEFORE AND AFTER ARREST FOR
CERTAIN OFFENSES

District police today spend enormous
amounts of time guarding and trans-
porting persons arrested for minor of-
fenses. Even where the offense is minor
and identity of the offender clear, the
police must in each case arrest the
offender and take him to the station-
house before he can be released with
orders to reappear for trial or a hearing
to determine whether a trial should be
held. This must be done even if the
offense involves nothing more than an-
noying a neighbor or refusing to move
on when asked by some local official.
This results in an inexcusable waste of
police time and energy and often pre-
vents the police from fulfilling more
important duties.

New York, California, and several
other States have resolved this problem
by authorizing the police to issue cita-
tions to persons they consider reliable
to require a subsequent appearance in
court or at the police station.

I recommend legislation to give the
police discretion to issue citations for
certain minor offenses requiring subse-
quent appearance by the suspect.

Under this proposal, the court of
general sessions would determine the
types of offenses which would fall within
this procedure. The bproposal would
enable the police to release reliable per-
sons at the place of arrest’ or the
stationhouse, thus conserving valuable
police time for more important crime
detection and protection duties.
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5. BAIL SUPERVISION

Much can—and should—be done to
improve our bail practices.

We are now making every effort to
speed up the judicial process, to shorten
the periods between arrest and trial and
between conviction and appeal. This
would limit the period during which
the suspect is at large pending trial or
appeal.

In addition, we must minimize the
risk to society created by releasing per-
sons before their trial.

I recommend legislation to permit the
Department of Corrections to supervise
persons released pending trial. This
legislation would make possible more
careful supervision of persons released
on bail and would help the released
person obtain needed counseling and
assistance.

6. PROCEDURES UPON FLEA OF INSANITY

Existing procedures governing the de-
fense of insanity contribute neither to
judicial efficiency nor to protection of
the rights of criminal defendants. A
criminal defendant need not notify the
prosecution or the court that he intends
to raise the defense of insanity. He can
wait until the prosecution has completed
the presentation of its case and then
submit this complex defense.

As a result the prosecutor must either
make extensive and costly preparations
which may not be necessary or enter the
trial unprepared to deal with the issue.
If the prosecution is not prepared and
insanity is raised, a delay in the trial is
unavoidable. But even where the trial
is delayed, the government may not have
sulfliclent time to prepare its case prop-
erly.

I recommend that counsel for a de-
fendant who proposes to plead insanity
be required to give advance notice to
the prosecution.

This would protect the public against
needless expense, where insanity is not
in issue. It would protect the courts, the
prosecution, and the defendant against
needless delay, where insanity is unex-
pectedly raised.

7. CIVIL COMMITMENT FOR NARCOTICS OFFENSES

Last year I proposed the Narcotic Ad-
dict Rehabilitation Act to permit civil
commitment of certain narcotic addicts.
As I said at that time:

Our continued insistence on treating drug
addicts, once apprehended, as criminals is
neither humane nor effective. It has neither
curtailed nor prevented crime.

I now recommend legislation to broad-
en the act’s applicability in the District
of Columbia.

Full criminal sanctions must be re-
tained against the pushers who peddle
narcotics—those who corrupt our chil-
dren and destroy the lives of the young
on whom they prey. But we must begin
to provide treatment for those who are
addieted to drugs. We must attempt “to
eliminate the hunger for drugs that leads
so many into lives of crime and degrada-
tion.”

8. ALCOHOLIC OFFENBES

In fiscal 1965 there were 44,000 arrests
for intoxication in the Distriet of Co-
lumbia. This represents 50 percent of all
nontraffic arrests. A few of these arrests
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were accompanied by assaults or other
serious offenses. Most, however, involved
nothing more than intoxication—and
often just the intoxication of a chronic
alcoholic.

This represents a tremendous waste of
resources—police, courts, and prisons.
Alcoholism, as both the National and
District Crime Commissions pointed out,
is not a eriminal problem. It is a health
problem. Alcoholics should not be ar-
rested. They should be treated.

I recommend that the laws of the Dis-
trict be clarified so that police and Health
Department personnel can take intoxi-
cated persons not to a jail, but to a medi-
cal facility where they can receive proper
treatment. Intoxication would be a
criminal offense only when accompanied
by conduct which endangers other per-
sons or property.

9., CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE

The criminal code of the District needs
complete modernization and revision. It
was last codified three quarters of a cen-
tury ago. The District Crime Commis-
sion cites many examples of vague, con-
fusing, archaie, and conflicting pro-
visions of substance and procedure. The
District should have a coherent and con-
sistent framework for the arrest and
punishment of offenders and the control
of crime.

I recommend the establishment of a
Commission on Reform of Criminal Laws
of the District of Columbia to review,
modernize, and clarify the District’s
Criminal Code. The 1l-man Commis-
sion would be composed of representa-
tives from the House and Senate, from
the courts of the District and from the
public at large.

10, CRIMINAL STATISTICS

The District must have a reliable
means of discovering the effectiveness o
its efforts to control crime. The repori
of the Crime Commission points out sub-
stantial gaps in the eriminal information
system. Police, courts, and correctional
and juvenile institutions maintain sepa-
rate and uncoordinated records, often
creating conflicts in statistics and leaving
the community without a comprehensive
view of its criminal process. More sig-
nificant, the policymakers in the District
and the senior police officials lack the in-
formation essential to evaluate new and
lasting crime control programs.

I have asked the District Commission-
ers to create a Bureau of Criminal Sta-
tistics. The Bureau would supply crime
control agencies in the District with ac-
curate data essential to their planning
and evaluation functions and would end
duplication of effort in data collection.

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

The District must be given the total
resources necessary to mount an effective
attack on crime. Its laws—and law-
enforcement officers—must be strength-
ened. But we must also improve our
techniques for crime prevention, for
processing offenders, and for rehabilitat-
ing the convicted.

We must make additional efforts to
stop crime where it most frequently be-
gins—with the young offender:

In the 16 years from 1950 to 1965,
nearly one-third of the persons arrested
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in the District for serious crimes were
under 18.

In 1965 arrests of youth offenders
under 18 for serious crimes increased by
53 percent over 1960; adult arrests de-
creased 11 percent during this same
period.

In 1965, children 15 years and younger
accounted for 36 percent of all house-
breaking arrests and 27 percent of all
robbery and auto theft arrests.

In January 1967, there were more
youth offenders referred to the Juvenile
Court than in any prior month.

The Crime Commission’s report
stresses the need for improving our ef-
forts to rehabilitate our young offenders
and restore them to useful and produc-
tive lives. But as the Commission
stated:

The most productive approach for both the
potential offender and the community is to
prevent delinquency before it begins.

It will be neither simple nor cheap to
halt the growth of juvenile crime. But
we must commit the necessary resources.
I have recommended in the budget ur-
gently needed funds to strengthen and
improve a variety of District programs—
education, recreation, health and wel-
fare, and the Juvenile Court.

I have requested funds for a major
summer program which will provide rec-
reation, training, and employment for
disadvantaged youth.

I have also asked for funds to expand
the Roving Leader program which has
had such marked success in dealing with
gangs and delinquency-prone youth.
These funds will permit the expansion of
programs removing the causes of delin-
quency as well as the improvement of
the various rehabilitative services af-
forded the youth in trouble,

Consistency in these efforts, coordina-
tion of present youth programs, public
and private, and development of new pre-
vention techniques are essential. The
Crime Commission proposed that a
Youth Services Office be established to
carry out these responsibilities.

I recommend legislation to establish a
District Youth Services Office to plan
and direct all the services needed to com-
bat juvenile delinquency.

This Office, recommended by the Dis-
trict Crime Commission, would encour-
age maximum efforts by public and pri-
vate agencies, as well as by private
individuals. It would make available
through one source all the specialized
services—counseling, remedial educa-
tion, vocational training, employment
assistance, and health and recreational
services—needed by the young, their par-
ents, school personnel, and other persons
working with the youth of the District.
It would test new ways to prevent and
control delinquency and to restore the
troubled youth to a satisfying and pro-
ductive life.

ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE

We must make improvements in the
administration of justice in the District
of Columbia.

The report of the Crime Commission’s
study of the District courts is particu-
larly disturbing. @ The Commission

points out that offenders are released
and not tried—not from any deliberate
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policy of leniency or softness, but rather
from the pressures of sheer numbers and
impossible caseloads.

In fiscal 1966, the number of felony
prosecutions was substantially less than
it was 15 years ago—in the face of a sub-
stantial increase in the amount of crime
and the number of arrests.

In fiscal 1965, only 15 percent of the
adult felony charges filed by the police
resulted in felony prosecutions in the
District court.

An efficient police department is not
enough. We must have a judicial sys-
tem fully capable of dealing swiftly and
flairly with persons arrested by the po-

ce.

The courts and the bar are already
engaged in serious efforts to find solu-
tions. The District court and the court
of general sessions have made signifi-
cant strides in improving their proce-
dures for handling eriminal cases.

The judicial council of the District of
Columbia Circuit is preparing recom-
mendations on ways to handle the stag-
gering—and increasing—caseload of the
court of general sessions, and to improve
the processing of criminal cases in all of
our courts. One promising method being
explored is a program for round-the-
clock processing of arrested persons and
night sessions of court.

The judicial council is also at work
on another recommendation of the
Crime Commission—the proposal for a
family court which would assume the
responsibilities of the juvenile court, the
domestic relations branch of the court
of general sessions, and the Mental
Health Commission.

The need to find solutions remains ur-
gent. I pledge the continuing coopera-
tion and assistance of the executive
branch to these efforts. I have asked
the District Commissioners and the Act-
ing Attorney General to review promptly
any recommendations for improving
the administration of justice in the Dis-
trict of Columbia made by the courts or
the judicial council and to take appro-
priate action to implement them.

CORRECTIONS

We must make improvements in the
rehabilitation of the convicted offender.
The report of the Crime Commission
makes clear that the problem which the
District faces is not too much probation
and parole,

The Crime Commission’s report re-
vealed that two-thirds of those convicted
of felonies in the District have already
served at least one prison term. In ad-
dition, the Commission found that more
than one-half of the felony offenders
were unemployed when they committed
their most recent crime.

No matter how long the sentences,
most prisoners will eventually be re-
turned to the community. The quality
of the help they receive in prison and
after release in building new lives for
themselves makes the critical difference.

The District’s correctional system is
in need of modern facilities, more spe-
cialized personnel to provide counseling
and vocational training, “halfway”
houses to provide - support during the
critical release period. and community
support to provide employment for per-
sons with criminal records.
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The budget I have recommended to
the Congress will permit the District to
begin to overcome these deficiencies and
to plan to meet the needs of the future.
It will:

Permit planning of a modern deten-
tion, diagnostic, and treatment facility to
replace the District jail and the Distriet
Receiving Home.

Allow closer supervision and improved
counseling, training, and employment
services for prisoners before and after
release.

Provide greater services for youth of-
fenders and an expanded work-training
program to assist in the transition from
jail to meaningful employment.

I strongly urge prompt and favorable
action on these recommendations.

I also recommend that the Federal
Prison Industries be authorized to man-
age and operate the industrial program
of the District’s correctional institutions.
This agency, which has an enviable rec-
ord of success in Federal prisons, will
provide valuable assistance to the Dis-
trict in improving prison vocational
training and employment opportunities.

This is the immediate battle plan in a
total campaign to assure law and order
for the District. Some parts require leg-
islation. Some require funds. Some
require improvements in procedures that
courts, agencies, and administrators can
themselves put into effect. A failure on
any front in this war weakens the efforts
on all the others. Every course must be
pursued. We must not fail.

I pledge myself—and I urge the Con-
gress—to take every step which is nec-
essary to ultimate success in our drive
against erime. We must pursue every
avenue and use every weapon which
holds promise of advancing this effort.
We will need the total commitment and
cooperation of every man and woman
in the District, if we are to have a city
where eivic order and social justice pre-
vail.

As I said in my message on crime in
America:

Public order is the first business of gov-
ernment.

III. THE DISTRICT AS THE CAPITAL

The District, as the Nation’s Capital,
must be able to serve the national pur-
pose for which it was founded. Its great
avenues must be preserved as a tribute
to the past and an inspiration for the
future, It should afford unparalleled
opportunities for the great scholars of
the country and the world. It must make
every effort to meet the needs of emis-
saries from abroad. It must continually
explore new ways to improve its over-
loaded transportation facilities.

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE COMMISSION

Pennsylvania Avenue, the District’s
most important thoroughfare, is the sym-
bolic link between the White House and
the Capitol. Throughout our history it
has been the scene of ceremonies cele-
brating our triumphs and our tragedies.

Yet it has been allowed to wear down
and become unworthy of its role. A tem-
porary Commission created by Executive
order is now engaged in bringing to the
avenue the dignity and grandeur which
it should have,
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I recommend that the Congress sup-
port these efforts by prompt approval of
the bill establishing a statutory Com-
mission on Pennsylvania Avenue.

WOODROW WILSON CENTER FOR SCHOLARS

The Woodrow Wilson Memorial Com-
mission, ereated by the Congress in 1961,
recently recommended the establishment
of a Center for Scholars at Market
Square as a living memorial to that great
President.

The proposal of the Woodrow Wilson
Commission has much to commend it.
Because of its broad educational aspects,
I am appointing the Secretary of Health,
Hducation, and Welfare to the Tempo-
rary Commission on Pennsylvania Ave-
nue. I am asking him, in consultation
with the Commission, to conduct a study
to develop a detailed proposal for the
Center. When that study is completed,
I will make further recommendations to
the Congress.

It is my hope that the Center will
serve as a place for bringing together
scholars and students from other coun-

- tries to increase understanding among

veoples of the world, as well as an im-
portant educational institution.
INTERNATIONAL CENTER

For the District to serve its purpose as
the Nation’s Capital, it must provide for
the representatives of foreign govern-
ments and international organizations.
Increasingly, the unavailability of space
for the legitimate needs of foreign gov-
ernments is becoming a matter of con-
cern.

Many new countries require but have
been unable to secure adequate space for
their chanceries. Many older countries
which are seeking larger quarters are
having similar difficulties. The problem
has become an unnecessary irritant in
our international relationships.

I recommend legislation which, con-
sistent with the legitimate interests of
District citizens, would specify an area
northwest of Washington Cirele to be
available for foreign chanceries and the
offices of international organizations.

The bill would authorize the Federal
Government to acquire land in this area
for appropriate disposition, as the Sec-
retary of State may determine, to foreign
governments and international organi-
zations.

TRANSPORTATION CENTER

Last year, important decisions by the
Congress and by local government agen-
cies cleared the way for the development
of highway and mass transit systems re-
quired to handle the growing transpor-
tation needs of the National Capital re-
gion. Meanwhile, the National Capital
Planning Commission is recommending
that a major transportation center be
developed in the vicinity of the Union
Station, where railroads, mass transit,
and highways will come together,

I am asking the Planning Commission
to take the lead, in cooperation with
other agencies, to conduct a detailed
study of this recommendation and to de-
termine how such a center might be de-
signed and brought into being. This
study will be closely coordinated with
the planning for the Visitors Center
EhflCh the Congress has already author-

ed.
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CONCLUSION

It will not be easy to achieve our goal
for the Nation’s Capital—a city in which
all Americans can take pride. The
problems to which this message is pri-
marily directed—better government and
crime—will not be solved overnight.
Dedicated and persistent efforts by pri-
vate citizens, private organizations, pri-
vate businesses, and by the District and
Federal Government will be required.

The task is difficult and success will
take time. We must—and we will—
succeed.

Lynpon B. JOHNSON.

TaE WHITE HOUSE, February 27, 1967.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate messages from the
President of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were referred
to the Committee on' Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE
CALENDAR

On request of Mr. MaANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the call of the Legis-
lative Calendar, under rule VIII, was dis-
pensed with.

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR-
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS

On the request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, statements dur-
ing the transaction of routine morning
business were ordered limited to 3
minutes.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On the request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences was au-
thorized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

On request of Mr. Byrp of West Vir-
ginia, and by unanimous consent, the
Subcommittee on Public Roads of the
Committee on Public Works was author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be ex-
cused from attendance in the Senate
tomorrow, Tuesday, February 28, 1967, in
order that I may accompany the Vice
President on a trip which he is making to
North Carolina. i

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
TOMORROW

‘Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 12 o’clock
noon tomorrow.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TOMORROW UNTIL 11 AM. ON
WEDNESDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business tomorrow,
Tuesday, it stand in adjournment until
11 o’clock Wednesday morning, March 1.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR PASTORE AND OTHER SEN-
ATORS ON WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that on Wednes-
day, at the conclusion of the 3 hours per-
taining to germaneness under the Pas-
tore rule, the distinguished senior Sen-
itor from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]
and other Senators may be recognized
for a series of round-robin speeches on
a subject in which they are interested.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I am wondering how
these unanimous-consent requests tie in
with the desire of the majority leader
with respect to the disposition of the
pending military authorization bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like, as
soon as possible, to reach a vote on the
sense of the Congress amendments that
the Senate has been notified will be of-
fered, some of which are at the desk at
the present time.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, it has
been my intention to call up my proposals
tomorrow. I have a rather lengthy
speech to make today. I do not know
how many other Senators wish to speak,
but I am informed that other Senators
wish to do so.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Would the Sen-
ator like to have the Senate convene
earlier tomorrow?

Mr. CLARK. We have a very impor-
tant committee meeting tomorrow morn-
ing.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senate will
convene at 12 o’clock tomorrow. Will
the Senator from Pennsylvania be pre-
pared to offer his amendments tomor-
row?

Mr. CLARK. Yes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. CLARK. Iyield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is the Senator in a
position to acquaint us now with the
proposals that he expects to offer?

Mr. CLARK. They are at the desk. I
explained them at some length last
week. Generally speaking, they would
carry out the sense of the Senate with
respect to bombing in Vietnam; the
number of troops we would have in Viet-
nam without a declaration of war; and
the sense of the Senate that we would
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encourage an opening of negotiations to
conclude hostilities at the earliest pos-
sible moment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As I understand,
in addition to the proposals to be offered
by the Senator from Pennsylvania, an-
other proposal will be offered by the

senior Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HARTKE].

Mr. CLARK. That is my understand-
ing.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Can the Senator
from Pennsylvania advise us about his
amendment to rule XXII?

Mr. CLARK. As soon as the Senate
returns to the consideration of the re-
organization bill, I shall be prepared to
call up, under limited time, if that is
acceptable, the five remaining amend-
ments which have not yet been disposed
of. When that will be, I do not know.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Senator from Pennsylvania has been
most cooperative. Had the opportunity
offered itself last week, he would have
offered his amendments at that time.
But because of the circumstances, he
graciously agreed to postpone calling
them up until the Senate could dispose
of the military authorization bill.

Mr. CLARK. 1 thank the Senator
from Montana.

REPORT OF ARCHITECT
CAPITOL

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, transmiftting, pur-
suant to law, his report of all expendi-
tures, during the 6-month period ended
December 31, 1966; which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

OF THE

JOINT RESOLUTION OF MONTANA
LEGISLATURE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
for the Senate a joint resolution of the
Legislature of the State of Montana,
which was referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, as follows:

H.J. Res. 28

A jolnt resolution of the Senate and House
of Representatives of the State of Mon-
tana, to request the Department of Defense
to establish an adequate and permanent
national cemetery system available with
burial spaces in national cemeteries for all
U.8. military service men and women who
are entitled to the same and wish to be
interred there
Whereas, flgures, compiled by the Depart-

ment of Defense for the filscal year 1966,

show that of the 4,873 servicemen who lost

their lives in the fight for freedom in Viet-
nam during the period, 873 or 20.4 percent
were buried in national cemeteries. Al-
though one in five were actually interred in
national cemeteries, many more would prob-
ably have also been burled in a national
cemetery had there been available space near
the home of next of kin, and

Whereas, over the past three years there
has been a determined effort on the part of
some federal agencles to sharply curtail or
do away altogether with any further provi-
sion for national cemeteries. The Bureau
of the Budget has stated unequivoeably, “We
continue to believe that expansion of the
natlonal cemetery is undesirable, The Ad-
ministration firmly belleves that funeral

benefits now pald by the Veterans Adminis-
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tration and under Soclal Security are far
preferable to the furnishing of interment
facilities by the Government. Legislation to
this end would not be in accord with the
program of the President,” and
Whereas, present-day burial expenses are
sufficiently high without placing on the vet-
eran’s and serviceman'’s dependent the added
cost of purchasing a burial plot, and
Whereas, the burial allowances of the Vet-
erans Administration and that provided un-
der Social Security are far too meager to
provide for the last rites of most veterans and
servicemen, and
‘Whereas, the Department of the Army has
advised Congress that, “The Administration
has determined that it is opposed to any
further expansion of the present national
cemetery system with the exception of Ar-
lington National Cemetery,” and
Whereas, it is perfectly evident that the
present Administration is determined to end
the national cemetery system just as soon
as present facilities are exhausted. This
procedure is a departure from the long-time
precedent that veterans who have served
their nation in time of war are entitled to
burial sites provided by the United States
Government: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the Senate and the House of
Representatives of the State of Montana,
That we strongly urge the Congress of the
United States to take such action as neces-
sary to forestall the present plans of the
Bureau of the Budget and the Administra-
tion, and to oppose the position of the De-
partment of Defense which supports the Ad-
ministration’s policy of no further expansion
of the national cemetery system, with the
exception of the Arlington National Ceme-
tery, as many national cemeteries have al-
ready exhausted avallable space and several
others are scheduled for closing this year,
and be it further
Resolved, That the Department of Defense
be requested to establish an adequate and
permanent national cemetery system to make
national cemeteries available with burial
spaces for all U.S, military service men and
women who are entitled to the same, and
wish to be interred there, and be it further
Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be forwarded to the Secretary of the United
States Senate, and Chief Clerk of the United
States House of Representatives and to the
Honorable Lyndon B. Johnson, President of
the United States: the Honorable Robert S.
McNamara, Secretary of Defense; the Hon-
orable Charles L. Schultz, Director, Bureau
of the Budget; the Honorable Mike J. Mans-
fleld, Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.; the Honorable Lee Metcalf, Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C.; the Hon-
orable James F. Battin, House Office Build-
ing, Washington, D.C.; and the Honorable
Arnold H. Olsen, House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
I hereby certify that the within Joint
Resolution originated in the House.
EoNa J. HINMAN,
Chief clerk.
James R. FELT,
Speaker of the House.
TED JAMES,
President of the Senate.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF
SOUTH CAROLINA LEGISLATURE

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and my colleague, the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. HoLL-
mesl, I send to the desk a concurrent
resolution adopted by the General As-
sembly of the State of South Carolina.
This concurrent resolution memorializes
the Congress of the United States to
enact legislation to prohibit the use of
the mails to advertise, sell and deliver
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master keys and master key sets which

may be used by unauthorized persons to

commit larceny, burglary, and other
crimes.

I ask that this resolution be printed
in the ConcressioNAL REecorp at the
close of my remarks and that it be ap-
propriately referred.

The concurrent resolution was re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, as follows:

8. 191
{Adopted February 22, 1967)

A concurrent resolution to memorlalize the
Congress of the United States to enact leg-
islation to prohibit the use of the malls to
advertise, sell and deliver master keys and
master key sets which may be used by un-
authorized persons to commit larceny, bur-
glary and other crimes
Whereas, the General Assembly of South

Carolina has become aware recently that the

United States mails are being used to ad-

vertise, sell and deliver master keys and

master key sets which unlock large groups
of door locks, vehicle switches and other
locking devices; and

Whereas, the receipt by persons within the
State of originals of Exhibit “A” bears wit-
ness to this practice of using the mails; and

‘Whereas, the General Assembly belleves
that the continued commerce through the
malls of advertisement for and delivery of
these master keys and key sets represents
a threat to the security of property through-
out the Nation, and an unnecessary tempta-
tion toward crime, especially for young peo-
ple. Now, therefore,

Be it resolved by the Senate, the House of
Representatives concurring:

That the Congress of the United States is
requested to enact legislation to prohibit
the use of the mails to advertise, sell and de-
liver master keys and key sets without re-
striction, regulation and control.

Be it further resolved that a copy of this
Resolution be forwarded to the President of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives in the Congress of the
United States and to each member of the
United States Senate and United States
House of Representatives from South Caro-
lina.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Forelgn Relations:

‘Willlam Matson Roth, of California, to be
speclal representative for trade negotiations,
with the rank of Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary;

Willlam 8. Gaud, of Connecticut, to be
United States Alternate Governor of the
Inter-American Development Bank;

Maurine B. Neuberger, of Oregon, to be
a member of the General Advisory Committee
of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency; and

William B. Macomber, Jr., of New York,
to be an Asslstant Secertary of State.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
treaties were submitted:

By Mr. LAUSCHE, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Executive H, 89th Congress, second ses-
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sion, Exploration of the Sea Convention
(Ex. Rept. No. 1);

Executive T, 88th Congress, second session,
Notes Amending the Convention on Great
Lakes Fisheries (Ex. Rept. No.1);

Executive U, 89th Congress, second ses-
sion, International Convention for the Con-
servation of Atlantic Tunas (Ex. Rept. No.
1);
Executive @, 89th Congress, second ses-
sion, Convention of Mar del Plata on Facili-
tation of International Waterborne Trans-
portation (Ex. Rept. No. 2);

Executive R, 89th Congress, second session,
Convention on Facilitation of International
Maritime Traffic (Ex. Rept. No. 2);

Executlve K, 89th Congress, second session,
Customs Convention on the Temporary Im-
portation of Professional Equipment (Ex.
Rept. No. 3);

Executive L, 89th Congress, second session,
Customs Convention on the ATA Carnet for
the Temporary Admission of Goods (Ex.
Rept. No. 3);

Executive M, 80th Congress, second session,
Customs Convention Regarding ECS Carnets
for Commercial Samples (Ex. Rept. No. 3);

Executive J, 80th Congress, second session,
Customs Convention on Containers (Ex.
Rept. No. 3); and

Executive N, 89th Congress, second ses-
slon, Customs Convention on the Interna-
tional Transport of Goods Under Cover of
TIR Carnets (Ex. Rept. No. 3).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. CASE:

8.1082. A bill to require that medicine
cabinets used in federally assisted housing
be equipped with latches designed to prevent
young children from gaining access to the
contents of such cabinets; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. Case when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. SPARKMAN (by request):
$.1083. A bill to amend the Federal Credit
Union Act to permit Federal credit unions
to make long-term loans secured by real
estate;

£.1084. A bill to permit Federal employees
to purchase shares of Federal- or State-
chartered credit unions through voluntary
payroll allotment; and

5.1085. A bill to amend the Federal Credit
Union Act to modernize the loan, investment,
dividend and reserve provisions; to require
the establishment of an education commit-
tee; and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BENNETT:

5.1086. A bill to authorize and direct the
Secretary of Agriculture jointly with the Sec-
retary of Commerce to make a preliminary
survey of the proposed Skyline Drive Recrea-
tion Way in the Manti-LaSal and Fishlake
National Forests in the State of Utah; and

8. 1087. A bill to provide for an appropria-
tion of a sum not to exceed $250,000 with
which to make a survey of a proposed Golden
Circle national scenic parkway complex con-
necting the national parks, monuments, and
recreation areas in the southern part of Utah
with the national parks, monuments, and
recreation areas situated in northern Arizona,
northwestern New Mexico, and southwestern
Colorado; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware:

S.1088. A bill relating to the appointment
of the Director of the Federal Bureau of In-
:iestisatlon: to the Committee on the Judi-

ary.
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By Mr. SCOTT:

5.1089. A bill for the relief of the H & H
Manufacturing Co., Inc.; and

$.1090. A bill for the relief of the O'Brien
Dieselectric Corp.; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. FONG:

5,1091. A bill for the relief of Hyun Ok

Shin; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and Mr.
NELsON) :

5.1092. A bill to reserve certain public
lands and other lands for a Nationwide
System of Scenic Rivers, to provide a proce-
dure for adding additional lands to the sys-
tem, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. JACKSON when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. SPAREMAN:

8.J. Res. 46. Joint resolution to establish a
National Advisory Commission on Fire Pre-
vention and Control; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKEMAN when
he introduced the above joint resolution,
which appear under a separate heading.)

RESOLUTION

CONGRATULATIONS OF THE CON-
GRESS TO PUERTO RICO ON
THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF U.S.
CITIZENSHIP

Mr. JACKSON (for himself, Mr.
KuUCHEL, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. JaviTts, and
Mr., MonTOoYA) submitted a resolution
(S. Res. 86) to extend the congratula-
tions of the Congress to the people of
Puerto Rico on their 50th anniversary of
U.S. citizenship, which was referred to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. Jackson,
;l;it;h appears under a separate head-

AMENDMENT OF RULES OF THE
SENATE RELATIVE TO REPORT-
ING OF PERSONAL ASSETS AND
LIABILITIES

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware submitted
the following resolution (S. Res. 87);
which was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration:

S. Res. 87

Resolved, That the Standing Rules of the
Senate are amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new rule:

“RULE —
“Reporting of personal assets and liabilities

“1. Each individual who is a Member of the
Senate and each officer or employee of the
Senate compensated at a gross rate in excess
of #10,000 per annum on April 15 of any year
shall file with the Comptroller General on or
before such date—

“(a) a financial statement listing both as-
sets and liabilities (exclusive of items of tan-
gible personal property having a falr market
value of not more than $5,000) held by him
or his spouse, or by him and his spouse
Jointly, as of January 1 of such year; and

“(b) a copy of any income tax return filed
by him with respect to the taxes imposed
by subtitle A of the Internal Revenue Code
for the most recent taxable year ending prior
to such date.

“2. Both the Comptroller General and the
Select Committee on Standards and Conduct
of the U.S. Senate are authorized to exam-
ine the reports and coples of income tax re-




February 27, 1967

turns required to be filed with them under
this Section, and in any case in which such
examination discloses evidence of any im-
propriety relating to the discharge of the
official function or duties of the Member, of-
ficer, or employee fillng the report or copy
of return or of a violation by such Member,
officer, or employee of any law of the United
States, the Select Committee on Standards
and Conduct or the Comptroller General shall
make such further investigation with respect
to such impropriety or violation as it or he
deems necessary to establish the facts with
respect thereto,

“3, If after such further investigation
either the Comptroller General or the Select
Committee on Standards and Conduct is of
the opinion that such impropriety or viola-
tion has occurred, it or he shall make a
report thereon to the Senate and, if in its
opinion or in his opinion such violation of
law has occurred, to the Attorney General,

“4 As used in this Section, the term
‘officer or employee of the Senate’ means—

“(a) Members of the Senate;

“(b) an elected officer of the Senate who
is not a Member of the Senate;

“(c) an employee of the Senate, or of any
committee or subcommittee of the Senate;

“(d) the legislative counsel of the Senate
or any employee of that office;

“(e) an Officlal Reporter of Debates of the
Senate and any person employed by the
Official Reporters of Debates of the Senate in
connection with the performance of their
official duties;

“(f) a member of the Capitol Police force
whose compensation s disbursed by the
Secretary of the Senate;

“(g) an employee of the Vice President if
such employee's compensation is disbursed
by the Secretary of the Senate;

“(h) an employee of a joint commitiee of
the Congress whose compensation Is dis-
bursed by the Secretary of the Senate; and

“(1) an employee of any Member of the
Senate whose compensation s disbursed by
the Secretary of the Senate.”

REFERENCE OF SENATE BILL 1089
TO THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER
OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS FOR A
REPORT THEREON

Mr. SCOTT submitted the following
resolution (8. Res. 88); which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary:
S.Res. 88

Resolved, That the bill (S. 1089) entitled
“A bill for the relief of the H & H Manufac-
turing Co., Inc.”, now pending in the Sen-
ate, together with all the accompanying
papers, is hereby referred to the chief com-
missioner of the Court of Claims; and the
chief commissioner shall proceed with the
same in accordance with the provisions of
sections 1492 and 2509 of title 28 of the
United States Code, as amended by the Act
of October 15, 1968 (B0 Stat. 958), and re-
port thereon to the Senate, at the earliest
practicable date, giving such findings of fact
and conclusions thereon as shall be suffi-
cient to inform the Congress of the nature
and character of the demand as a clalm,
legal or equitable, against the United States
or a gratuity and the amount, if any, legally
or equitably due from the United States to
the claimant.

REFERENCE OF SENATE BILL 1090
TO THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF
THE COURT OF CLAIMS FOR A RE-
PORT THEREON

Mr. SCOTT submitted the following
resolution (S. Res. 89); which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary:
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8. Res,. 89

Resolved, That the bill (S. 1090) entitled
“A Bill for the relief of The O'Brien Dieselec-
tric Corporation”, now pending in the Senate,
together with all the accompanying papers,
is hereby referred to the chief commissioner
of the Court of Claims; and the chief com-
missloner shall proceed with the same in ac-
cordance with the provisions of sections 1492
and 2509 of title 28 of the United States Code,
as amended by the Act of October 15, 1866 (80
Stat. 958), and report thereon to the Senate,
at the earliest practicable date, giving such
findings of fact and concluslons thereon as
shall be sufficlent to inform the Congress of
the nature and character of the demand as
a clalm, legal or equitable, against the United
States or a gratuity and the amount, if any,
legally or equitably due from the United
States to the claimant.

EQUIPMENT OF LATCHES FOR MED-
ICINE CABINETS TO PREVENT
CHILDREN FROM GAINING ACCESS

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to re-
quire that medicine cabinets used in
federally assisted housing be equipped
with latches designed to prevent young
children from gaining access to the con-
tents of such cabinets.

This is the same bill I introduced last
year, when crowded committee schedules
did not permit consideration of it. I
strongly urge consideration of the bill
early in this Congress because the lives
of literally hundreds of children may de-
pend upon it.

In the summer of 1959 the Accident
Prevention Committee of the American
Public Health Association stated that ac-
cidental poisoning of children could be
drastically reduced if homes were
equipped with safety storage cabinets for
medicines.

The committee, working with the U.8.
Public Health Service, sought adoption
of a plan to provide for inclusion of these
cabinets during construction or remodel-
ing of every home.

Unfortunately, the plan foundered on
the rocks of bureaucracy and the num-
ber of reported cases of accidental poi-
sonings among children has continued to
grow year by year since then.

In 1965, the most recent year for which
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare has figures, there were about
148,000 reported cases of accidental poi-
sonings among children under 5 years of
age in this country. An estimated 400 of
these cases resulted in death.

And not all of the cases of accidental
poisonings are reported.

The New Jersey Pharmaceutical As-
sociation recently observed that there
may have been 500,000 such cases in the
Nation in 1966, and about 50,000 in my
State of New Jersey alone.

In the year in which the American
Public Health Association began its
activity in this area, more -children
were victims of accidental poisoning than
of diphtheria, scarlet fever, hepatitis, and
polio combined.

The president of the New Jersey
Pharmaceutical Association has been
quoted as saying:

Some drug polsoning is a result of mis-
taken over-dosing. But a great deal of it is
1like any other household poisoning—the child
simply swallows something he has found.
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I understand that manufacturers of
medicines voluntarily have agreed to
bottle their products in containers with
safety caps which are difficult for chil-
dren to remove. This, indeed, is a com-
mendable step.

But pharmacists recommend that
we take the further step of providing a
means of keeping all medicines in a
locked closet out of children’s reach.
Most homes do not have such cabinets,
although at least five companies manu-
facture them under a Government-
owned patent which is available to all
who want to use it.

There are two types of devices cur-
rently available—one for a sliding door
cabinet and one for a swing door cabinet.
Both were developed from a prototype
invented by Dr. Elbert L. Chapman, a
retired chief of the Public Health Serv-
ice’s Division of Accident Control, who
turned the patent over to the Govern-
ment.

For the swing door cabinet, there is a
three-button device with the buttons
spaced far enough apart so they can be
controlled only by an adult hand. For
the sliding door cabinet, there is a knob
device with finger tabs on either side
which must be squeezed together while
the knob is pushed in and revolved.

The legislation I am introducing
amends eight different laws and applies
the same standard fo family housing
constructed by the Department of De-
fense. The agencies which administer
these programs already have adopted
various standards which must be met,
but none of them deal with safety latches
on medicine cabinets.

In order to obtain a uniform standard
for all of the programs, I felt this legis-
lation should be submitted to Congress
in the form of legislation because Con-
gress has a broader responsibility than
any individual agency.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
InTYRE in the chair). The bill will be
received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 1082) to require that medi-
cine cabinets used in federally assisted
housing be equipped with latches de-
signed to prevent young children from
gaining access to the contents of such
cabinets, introduced by Mr. Casg, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

SCENIC RIVERS

Mr. JACKSON. Mr, President, I in-
troduce, by request, for appropriate ref-
erence, on behalf of myself and the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. NeLson], an administration bill
to establish a nationwide system of
scenic rivers.

This bill is similar in several respects
to one which I cosponsored with Senator
CHURCH in the 89th Congress, S. 1446, to
establish a nationwide system of wild
rivers—and which passed the Senate
last year, 71 to 1. That bill has been re-
introduced as S. 119.

The new bill introduced today is pat-
terned after the Wilderness Act of Sep-
tember 3, 1964, which established the
national wilderness preservation sys-
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tem. It sets out a statement of policy
to the effect that our national policy of
constructing dams and other works on
certain sections of rivers, needs to be
complemented with a policy of preserv-
ing other sections of free-flowing rivers
and related adjacent lands that possess
outstanding scenic, fish, wildlife, and
other outdoor recreation values,

The nationwide system would include
“national scenic river areas” to be desig-
nated by Congress, and State and local
scenic river areas designated by the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

Nine rivers or their segments would
make up the initial system. These
would include segments of the Salmon
and Clearwater in Idaho, the Rogue in
Oregon, the Rio Grande in New Mexico,
the Eleven Point in Missouri and Ar-
kansas, the Cacapon and Shenandoah in
West Virginia, the St. Croix in Wiscon-
sin and Minnesota, and the Wolf in
Wisconsin, Thirty-five other rivers
would be studied for possible future
inclusion.

The national scenic river areas listed
in the bill do not include the Missouri in
Montana or the Buffalo in Arkansas be-
cause these areas are now under con-
sideration for administration in connec-
tion with the National Park System.
They might, for example, be authorized
as national scenic riverways comparable
to the Ozark National Scenic Riverways.

I ‘ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the text of the letter trans-
mitting the bill, plus an analysis of the
bill as provided by the Department of the
Interior, appear in the RECORD.

Mr. President, I would like to an-
nounce that the Senate Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee will conduct
an open hearing on 8. 119, the wild rivers
bill, and on the national scenic rivers
bill which I have just introduced, Thurs-
day and Friday, April 13 and 14.

The hearings will start at 10 a.m., and
will be conducted in room 3110 of the
New Senate Office Building.

Those organizations and individuals
interested in presenting their views on
this important legislation should notify
the committee, preferably by letter, and
indicate upon which of the two dates
they wish to be heard. 3

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the letter
and analysis will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 1092) to reserve certain
public lands and other lands for a Na-
tionwide System of Scenic Rivers, to pro-
vide a procedure for adding additional
lands to the system, and for other pur-
purposes, introduced by Mr. JAckson (for
himself and Mr. NELSON), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

The letter and analysis presented by
Mr. Jackson are as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., February 18, 1967.
Hon. HuserT H. HUMPHREY, 1
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C. ¢

Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: The President, in his

January 30, 1967, message to the Congress on
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protecting our natural heritage renewed his
recommendation for legislation to establish
a Nationwide System of Scenic Rivers similar
to legislation the Department submitted to
the 89th Congress. The need to act in order
to preserve portions of our free-flowing riv-
ers for the benefit of the American people is
urgent. Unless we act promptly, growth and
development will soon make the beauty of
the unspoiled stretches of our scenic water-
Ways merely & memory.

While river flows have been harnessed to
aid navigation, control floods, increase farm
productivity and hydroelectric power, too
little attention has been glven to the impor-
tance of protecting the very water we drink
and the values of fish and wildlife, scenic and
outdoor recreation resources. These values,
although often measureless in commercial
terms, should be by a program that
will guarrantee America her heritage of un-
spoiled, unpolluted free-flowing rivers. Our
belief is shared by a wide range of public and
private authorities, and the time to act is
now, before 1t is too late.

In 1962, the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission endorsed efforts to pre-
serve certaln rivers because of unique nat-
ural values they provide. Also in 1862, the
President upon recommendation of the Sec-
retary of the Interlor, the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Secretary of the Army, and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
approved for application by them and by
the Bureau of the Budget, a policy state-
ment concerning the use and development
of water and related land resources. This
policy statement provides, among other
things, that in particular instances wild areas
of rivers should be maintained and used for
recreational purposes.

In 1963, this Department and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture initiated a coordinated,
broad-scale study of the need to preserve a
nationwide system of scenic or wild rivers.
This study revealed that of a total of approxi-
mately 100,000 miles of rivers and tribu-
tarles in the United States averaging a flow
of at least 550 cubic feet per second, only a
few of the rivers could still be classified as
relatively unspoiled. In a strict sense, a pris-
tine river is a rare thing today in the United
States. There are, however, many free-flow-
ing rivers, or segments thereof, which still
retain enough of their original character to
provide the distinctive type of enjoyment
and inspiration’ that increasing numbers of
people are séeking. The sheer natural beauty
of such river areas is a source of physical
and spiritual refreshment.

The enclosed bill, which would establish
a Nationwide System of Scenic Rivers, is
similar to the proposal which the Depart-
ment submitted to the 89th Congress. We
urge that it receive early consideration. A
detailed analysis of its provisions is set forth
in an enclosure to this report.

Pertinent data with respect to the initial
nine areas included by this bill in the System
is enclosed.

The proposed legislation has been prepared
in collaboration with the Secretary of Agri-
culture and has'his approval.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
this proposed legislation is in accord with
the program of the President.

Sincerely yours,
Harry R. ANDERSON,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

ANavLYsis OF BILL

The bill is patterned after the Wilderness
Act of September 3, 1964, (78 Stat. 890), which
established the National Wilderness Preserva-
tion System.

Section 1 provides for the Act to be cited
as the “Scenic Rivers Act’”.

Section 2 sets out a statement of policy to

the effect that our national policy of con-.

structing dams and other works on certain
sections of rivers needs to be complemented
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with a policy of preserving other sections of
free-flowing rivers and related adjacent lands
that possess outstanding scenie, fish, wild-
life, and outdoor recreation values. The sec-
tion declares a congressional policy to pre-
serve, reclaim, and appropriately develop such
sections of our free-flowing rivers, and estab-
lishes a Nationwide System of Scenic Rivers
composed of (1) areas designated by Con-
gress in this Act or subsequent Acts as “na-
tional scenic river areas”, and (2) State and
local scenic river areas designated by the
Secretary of the Interior as part of the
System.

Section 8 defines the term “national scenic
river area” to denote those segments of
streams, tributaries, or rivers that possess
outstanding scenic, fish, wildlife, and out-
door recreation values and are essentially
free-flowing and unpolluted, and that should
be preserved in such condition, or restored
thereto, for public use and enjoyment. The
definition of “national scenic river area” is
not limited to relatively unspoiled or wilder-
ness types of rivers because there are only
a few such rivers remaining in the United
States. There are, however, many free-flow-
ing rivers, or segments thereof, which still
retain enough of their original character to
provide the distinctive type of enjoyment
and inspiration that increasing numbers of
people are seeking.

Section 4(a) designates as the initial na-
tional scenic river areas nine rivers or seg-
ments thereof, some of which are already
mostly in Federal ownership. Each of these
rivers has been carefully studied by this
Department and the Department of Agri-
culture, and is considered to be an outstand-
ing example of the values a Nationwide Sys-
tem of Scenic Rivers seeks to preserve. The
segments of the Salmon (Idaho), Clearwater
(Idaho), Rogue (Oregon), Rio Grande (New
Mezxico), Eleven Point (Missouri and Arkan-
sas), Cacapon (West Virginia), and Shenan-
doah (West Virginia) Rivers mentioned in
this section were included in the bill that
passed the Senate in the 89th Congress (S.
1446). The segment of the Eleven Point
River, however, has been extended down-
stream to its confluence with the Black
River—a distance of approximately 50 miles.
This has been made possible by a recent de-
cision of the Secretary of the Army to recom-
mend deauthorization of the Water Valley
Dam project on the lower portlon of the
Eleven Point River.

The segments of the Saint Croix (Wiscon-
sin and Minnesota) and Wolf (Wisconsin)
Rivers described in this section have also
been proposed for preservation as free-flowing
rivers in previous bills introduced in the
80th Congress. The Saint Croix River is
widely acclaimed as one of the most scenic
and relatively unpolluted large rivers in the
United States. The Wolf River has long been
the subject of intensive efforts to protect its
recreational qualities.. On January 4, 1967,
the Secretary of the Interior announced that
a grant had been made to the State of Wis-
consin out of funds appropriated from the
Land and Water Conservation Fund for the
State to acquire and develop the portion of
the Wolf River in Langlade County for scenic
river purposes. The Secretary of the Interior
also announced that he planned to recom-
mend the downstream portion of the Wolf
River in Menominee County for national
scenic river status.

The nine rivers designated as the initial
national scenic river areas are scattered
across the face of America. Three of them—
the Clearwater, Salmon, and Rogue—are in
the far West. Four others—the Rio Grande,
Eleven Point, Saint Croix, and Wolf—are in
the middle section of the country. The re-
maining two, the Cacapon and Shenandoah,
are located in the East. These rivers contain
an intriguing variety of recreational oppor-
tunity. There are whitewater rivers such as
gsectlons of the Salmon and Rogue, and more
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leisurely, forested rivers such as the Saint
Croix and Eleven Point. All of them afford
outstanding opportunities for a wide varlety
of outdoor recreation experiences. Each is
regarded as one of the finest examples of the
remaining free-flowing rivers in this country.

The national scenic river areas listed in
this section do not include the Missouri In
Montana or the Buffalo in Arkansas because
these areas are now under consideration for
administration in connection with the Na-
tional Park System. They might, for exam-
ple, be authorized as National Scenic River-
ways comparable to the Ogzark National
Scenic Riverways. The upper reaches of the
Hudson River in New York and the Connecti-
cut River in Vermont and New Hampshire
also are not included at this time because
of studies now underway.

Section 4(b) provides for the administra-
tion of the Rio Grande, Saint Croix, and Wolf
National Scenic River Areas by the Secretary
of the Interior, and for the administration of
the Clearwater and Eleven Point National
Scenic River Areas by the Secretary of Agri-
ture. The Salmon, Rogue, Cacapon, and
Shenandoah National Scenic River Areas are
to be administered in a manner agreed upon
by the two Secretarles, or as directed by the
President. The rivers to be administered by
the Secretary of Agriculture are closely asso-
clated with national forests.

Section 4(b) also requires that detailed
boundaries for each national scenic river
area be established as soon as practicable
after the enactment of the bill, and provides
that such boundaries may not include on
both sides of the river a total of more than
320 acres per mile. This provision will en-
able the amount of land included in a na-
tional scenic river area to vary in width at
different points along the river segment.
Some portions of a national scenic river area
will extend only a short distance beyond
the riverbanks. Other portions will include
a wider strip of land along the river that
will ‘vary in width depending upon such
factors as the terrain, vegetative cover,
existing developments, and the need for pub-
lic use facilities and administrative sites.
This provision envisions that the boundaries
of a national scenic river area generally will
not extend to a width of more than 1,320
feet from either side of the river.

Sections 4(c) and (d) set forth the general
authority of each Secretary to acquire prop-
erty within the boundaries of national scenic
river areas, but restrict each Secretary’s
authority to acquire a fee title on both sides
of the river fo a total of not more than 100
acres per mile. This envisions the fee acqui-
sition of a strip of land generally not more
than 400 feet from elther side of the river.
This limitation does not apply, however,
where additional lands need to be acquired
in fee to provide public use facilities and
public access, and to avoid the payment of
severance costs. The bill contemplates that
the acquisition of scenic easements or other
interests in land will be adequate to protect
the remaining lands included in the bound-
aries of a national scenlc river area.

Sections 4(c¢), (e), and (f) provide that
the appropriate Secretary may not acquire
(1) lands owned by a State without its con-
sent; (2) lands owned by an Indian tribe
without the consent of the tribal governing
body; (3) lands within an incorporated city,
village, or borough by condemnation pro-
ceedings as long as satisfactory zoning ordi-
nances are in effect with respect to such
lands; and (4) county-owned lands by any
method, without the consent of the county,
as long as it s following a satisfactory man-
agement plan for such lands.

Sectlon 5(a) sets forth the purposes for
which the national scenic river areas are to
be administered. It directs the two Sec-
retaries to give primary management em-
phasis to protecting the aesthetic and scenic
features of such areas. This section recog-
nizes that management plans for national
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scenic river areas may vary, depending upon
the special attributes of each such area.
The intention of this section is to maintain
the status quo with respect to the character
of the river and related adjacent lands at the
time of its designation as a natlonal scenic
river area. It ls recognized, however, that
additional highways may unavoidably be
routed across national scenic river areas.

Section 5(b) provides that the States will
be encouraged to cooperate in the adminis-
tration of a national scenic river area where
it includes State-owned or county-owned
lands. This section also authorizes the
transfer of any Federal land located within
a national scenic river area, with the con-
sent of the agency having jurisdiction
thereof, to' the appropriate Secretary for
administration as part of the national scenic
river area.

Section 6(a) restricts the authority of the
Federal Power Commission to license the
building of any new dam or any project
work unrelated to an existing project within
a segment of a river designated as a national
scenie river area. It provides that the Fed-
eral Power Commission may not issue such
licenses unless the Congress enacts legisla-
tion approving their issuance. The purposes
of deslgnating an area as a national scenic
river area are to maintain the free-flowing
character of the stream and the natural
character of the related adjacent lands. The
building of dams or other structures would
destroy these conditions.

Section 6(b) expressly continues the ap-
plicability of the United States mining and
mineral leasing laws to the areas designated
as national scenic river areas. All mining
operations, however, will be subject to reg-
ulations needed to safeguard the national
scenic river values. In addition, after the
effective date of this Act, a mining claim
perfected within a national scenic river area
will give the mining claimant title only to
the mineral deposits in the claim, together
with the right to make any use of the land
surface of such a claim as is reasonably re-
quired for his mining operations.

We believe that mineral activity within a
national scenic river area should not be
precluded, but that it should be subject to
sufficient controls to prevent mining from
defeating the purposes of this bill, This
section provides such controls.

Sections 6 (c) and (d) provide that when
a portion of a national scenic river area is
also located within the Natlonal Wilderness
Preservation System, the National Park Sys-
tem, or the National Wildlife Refuge System,
the provisions of this bill and the Act or
Acts governing the respective system will
apply to such area, and if there should be a
conflict the more restrictive provisions will
apply.

The provisions of the Wilderness Act gov-
erning mining in the national forest areas
designated by that Act as wilderness areas
are, for example, more restrictive than the
comparable provisions of this bill. When a
portion of a scenic river area, therefore, is
also within a portion of a national forest
designated by the Wilderness Act as a wilder-
ness area, it would be withdrawn on January
1, 1984, from further appropriation under
the mining laws and from further disposition
under all laws pertaining to mineral leasing.

Section 6(e) requires the Federal or State
agency which has responsibility for a na-
tional scenic river area to cooperate with
the Secretary of the Interior and with ap-
propriate State water pollution control
agenclies for the purpose of controlling the
pollution of waters in such area.

The maintenance of a high-quality water
yield In a scenle river area ls affected by
upstream developments. This section re-
quires the appropriate Federal and State
officials to take action to control upstream
pollution under their existing authority.

Section 6(f) preserves the status quo with
respect to the law of water rights, and makes
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clear that the designation of a stream or
portion thereof as a national scenic river
area 1s not to be considered a reservation
of waters for purposes other than those
specified in the bill, or in quantities greater
than necessary to accomplish these purposes.

Section 6(g) preserves the jurisdiction
which the States have over fish and wildlife.

Section 7 establishes the procedures for
other areas to be designated as national
scenic river areas by subsequent legislation.
As a basls for subsequent legislation, this
section provides for studies and the develop-
ment of detailed information and for the
submission of reports and recommendations
to the Congress on potential national scenic
river areas In three ways:

(1) It directs the Secretary of the Interior,
and the Secretary of Agriculture where na-
tional forest lands are involved, to consult
with other Federal agencies and with the
States in which the 35 rivers named in the
section are located for joint Federal-State
plans to preserve them, and to submit rec-
ommendations to the President, who in turn
will submit recommendations to the Con-
gress with respect to their designation as
national scenic river areas. The section re-
quires that one-half of the 35 rivers be
studied within five years after enactment of
the bill, and the balance within ten years.
The 35 rivers have been the subject of pre-
liminary investigation and have been iden-
tified as prime candidates for national scenic
river status.

(2) It requires all river basin and project
planning reports submitted to the Congress
to discuss the alternative use of a river or
portion thereof as a national scenic river
area, and to reconsider specifically for this
purpose any river segment designated by the
Secretary of the Interlor or the Secretary
of Agriculture.

(3) It requires the Secretary of the In-
terior, and the BSecretary of Agriculture
where national forest lands are involved, to
submit from time to time to the President,
and for the President to submit to the Con-
gress, recommendations for additional na-
tional scenic river areas.

Section 8 provides that a mational scenic
river area added to the System by subse-
quent legislation will be administered by the
Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of
Agriculture, depending on the location of
the area and its relation to the other pro-
grams of the two departments.

Section 9 directs the Secretary of the In-
terlor to encourage the States to consider
needs and opportunities for establishing
State and local scenic river areas in the com-
prehensive statewide outdoor recreation
plans and project proposals submitted to the
Secretary under the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965 (78 Stat. 897).
Upon the approval by the Secretary of the
Interior of scenic river area projects pro-
posed by the States for flnancial assistance
under the Fund Act, funds would be avail-
able for the acquisition and development of
such scenic river areas from the monies allo-
cated to the States out of the Fund. This
section also directs the Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of Agriculture, un-
der the authorities vested in them, to assist,
advise, and cooperate with States, local
agencies, and private interests in the estab-
lishment of such scenic river areas. The
Secretary of the Interlor may designate a
State or local scenic river area as part of
the Nationwide System of Scenic Rivers if
the State or local agency administering the
area agrees to manage and protect it in a
manner satisfactory to the Secretary.

Section 10 authorizes the appropriation of
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of the bill.

Cost data for the nine areas designated as
national scenic river areas in this bill are
presently being developed. Precise cost esti-
mates for land acquisition and development
will not be avallable until surveys are made
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on the ground to establish the detailed
boundaries of the proposed areas. At the
present time we estimate that approximately
#3.5 million will be needed per year over a
ten-year period for acquisition of property
for the nine areas initially designated as
national scenic river areas in this bill.

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION
ON FIRE PREVENTION AND CON-
TROL

Mr. SPARKMAN., Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a
joint resolution to establish a National
Advisory Commission on Fire Prevention
and Control.

The time has come to study our in-
creasing fire problem on a nationwide
basis. There can be no doubt that some-
thing should and must be done about it.

The recent terrible fire with such
tragic loss of life in Montgomery of my
own State of Alabama reaffirms the ur-
gency of this need. That sad occasion
followed in relatively close succession
to the burning of the McCormick Place
in Chicago which is said to be the most
devastating fire since the 1906 San Fran-
cisco fire.

In spite of our great progress as a
Nation in most all lines of human en-
deavor, we still have unwarranted and
excessive losses of lives and property by
fire. As the President pointed out in his
message to Congress on February 16,
1967, our loss in lives, which in the year
1965 was 12,000, is about four times
greater on a per capita basis than that
of the United Kingdom, and is over six
times as great as that of Japan. Need-
less to say, our property loss each year
amounts to billions of dollars. Immedi-
ate steps should be taken to see just how
and why the United States is so sadly
lacking in this regard.

In the field of housing and urban de-
velopment, it is my belief that a whole-
some and productive reexamination of
construetion, in both design and mate-
rials, can be made. Better attention
could be given in urban development to
the crucial place which fire prevention
and control should have in the balanced
and proper development of a community.
In the field of urban development alone,
I am mindful of the fact that at this very
moment there are thousands of slum or
blichted homes and buildings through-
out the Nation boarded up and lying va-
cant as fire hazards. Due consideration
may or may not have been given in these
various projects to the extra burdens
these vacancies place on the local fire
and police aepartments and also to the
time involved and the manner in which
this vacant and fire hazardous period
endangers the surrounding areas. This
is but one of many examples that could
be given of the need for a coordinated
study of the fire problem, not only from
the standpoint of the adequacy of local
fire departments, but from the stand-
point of Federal and State Governments,
as well. This is indeed a national prob-
lem.

Experiences and outstanding advances
in one part of the country should be made
known to other parts of the country.
Additional training facilities and Im-
proved techniques are needed through-
out the country. Every effort should be
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made not only to provide our fireman
with the means to put out fires, but also
to diminish the grave risks to his life
and limb. Definite and sound attention
should be given to safety principles in
construction and to the due inspection
and rehabilitation of existing structures
with fire safety standards in mind.

It seems logical that an appropriate
way to approach this comprehensive
subject is by a national Commission
which shall make a thorough and un-
biased study and report to the Congress
and to the President.

Accordingly, my resolution would pro-
vide for such a Commission of 20 com-
petent and outstanding members to be
appointed by the President and empow-
ered to go into the question fully and in
depth.

There must be a starting place for
something this comprehensive, and I be-
lieve that the large programs which are
underway in the fields of housing, com-
munity facilities, city planning, land de-
velopment, rehabilitation, urban renewal,
and demonstration or model cities afford
a logical starting basis. Accordingly,
the resolution empowers the Commission
to analyze these programs and consider
ways of strengthening them by legisla-
tion or otherwise to help meet the na-
tional fire problem.

The Commission, however, would have
broader powers that would extend into
other fields and there are several com-
mittees in Congress other than Banking
and Currency that would have an inter-
est in these. The Commission should
study technological advances and how
best to make them available to prevent
and combat fire. It should study munic-
ipal problems of recruiting and train-
ing firemen, and of the ways in which
a better level of public education and
enlightment on this subject can best be
achieved.

The time is appropriate for a thorough
assessment of local, State, and Federal
responsibilities in the development of
practicable and effective solutions for
reducing our extensive and unnecessary
losses by fire.

While the kind of comprehensive study
which this Commission would be au-
thorized to undertake by my bill is long
overdue, the Commission’s study must
not be used as a basis for deterring im-
mediate action in those areas where we
are prepared and ready to move ahead.
In the event the committee finds that
we are ready to move now I feel sure that
the appropriate authority will be recom-
mended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 46) to
establish a National Advisory Commis-
sion on Fire Prevention and Control, in-
troduced by Mr. SPARKMAN, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

CONGRATULATIONS OF THE CON-
GRESS TO PUERTO RICO ON THE
50TH ANNIVERSARY OF U.S. CITI-
ZENSHIP

Mr. JACKSON. Mr, President, on
next Thursday, March 2, the people of
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Puerto Rico will celebrate the 50th an-
niversary of the grant of American citi-
zenship to them by the 64th Congress in
1917. It is highly appropriate that this
90th Congress should give formal recog-
nition to this historic occasion, and ac-
cordingly, on behalf of myself, and Sen-
ators KucHEL, BURDICK, JAviTS, and MoN-
TOYA, I send to the desk a resolution for
that purpose.

Mr. President, every American every-
where can be proud of the truly great
progress and attainments that have been
made in Puerto Rico during the past half
century of American citizenship. It will
be recalled that Puerto Rico came under
the American flag as a result of our war
with Spain, American troops had landed
in force on the island as a part of our
military action in the Caribbean. Puerto
Rico—then known as “Porto Rico”—was
formally ceded to the United States by
the Treaty of Paris, the second para-
graph of article IX of which provided
that the Congress should determine—
quote—“the civil rights and political sta-
tus of the native inhabitants” of the
areas ceded.

The act of March 2, 1917, known as
the Jones Act, was a cornerstone in the
fulfillment of that obligation by the
Congress.

It not only granted full American citi-
zenship to all of the inhabitants of
Puerto Rico who wished if, but it also
provided a bill of rights and established
a civil government with very substantial
powers of local self-government.

Still another legislative milestone was
passed in 1948 with the enactment of the
elective governor bill, and then in 1950
the 81st Congress approved Public Law
600 which was the foundation of the
present Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.
It will be recalled that the constitution
of the Commonwealth was approved on
July 3, 1952, by the 82d Congress.

Mr. President, the history of the rela-
tionship between the United States and
Puerto Rico and the present state of eco-
nomic and political attainment of the
people of Puerto Rico bear eloquent wit-
ness to the wisdom and statesmanship of
the Members of the 64th Congress in
enacting the Jones Act extending Amer-
ican citizenship to Puerto Rico. I urge
this Congress promptly to give formal
recognition to the 50th anniversary of
that occasion by adopting my resolution,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be received and appropri-
ately referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 86) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, and, under the rule, was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

3. REs. 86

Whereas the Jones Act of March 2, 1917,
granted United States citizenship to the
people of Puerto Rico; and

Whereas March 2, 1967 marks the fiftieth
anniversary of this historic event; and

Whereas the bond of common citizenship
has played a major role in the development
of close and mutually beneficial economic,
cultural, political and legal relationships be-
tween the United States and Puerto Rico:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate, That the Con-
gress hereby extends to the people of Puerto
Rico its congratulations on their fiftieth an-
niversary of United States citizenship.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the next
printing of S. 889, to designate the San
Rafael Wilderness, Los Padres National
Forest, in the State of California, the

name of the ed junior Senator
from Utah [Mr. Moss] be added as a
cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Under authority of the orders of the
Senate, as indicated below, the following
names have been added as additional
cosponsors of the following bills and
concurrent resolution:

Authority of February 7, 1967:

5.876. A bill relating to Federal support
of education of Indian students in sectarian
institutions of higher education: Mr. Bur-
DICKE, Mr. INoUYE, Mr. METCALF, Mr. MONDALE,
Mr. Morse, Mr. Moss, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mrs.
SmITH, and Mr. TYDINGS.

Authority of February 8, 1967:

5.928, A bill to protect the right of pri-
vacy by prohibiting wire interception and
eavesdropping, and for other purposes; Mr.
BARTLETT, Mr. BisLE, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BURr-
DICK, Mr. CannNoN, Mr. ErviN, Mr. Foxng, Mr.
GRUENING, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. MonDALE, Mr, NELSON, Mr. PELL,
Mr. PrRoXMIRE, Mr. RaNDoLPH, Mr. Scorr, Mr,
TaALMADGE, Mr. Typines, Mr. YARBOROUGH, and
Mr. Youne of Ohlo.

B5.929. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States with respect to
the tariff classification of braided rugs com-
posed of tubular bralds with a core: Mr.
Ervin, Mr., Jorpanw of North Carolina, Mr,
EKenneEpY of Massachusetts, and Mr, TaL-
MADGE.

Authority of February 15, 1967:

8. Con. Res. 10. Concurrent resolution to
restore Federal ald to highways: Mr. ALLOTT,
Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. BisLE, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BROOKE, Mr.
Burpick, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. CorronN, Mr. Dobp,
Mr. ErvIN, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr,
GRUENING, Mr, HARRIS, Mr. HART, Mr. HARTKE,
Mr. HaTFIELD, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. HoL-
LAND, Mr. HoLLIiNGgs, Mr. INOUYE, Mr, JACK-
son, Mr. Jorpaw of Idaho, Mr. KENNEDY ol
Massachusetts, Mr. KucHeL, Mr. LonNG ol
Missouri, Mr, LoNnc of Louisiana, Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN, Mr. MCcGOVERN, Mr, MILLER, Mr.
Morsg, Mr, Moss, Mr, MUNDT, Mr. NELSON,
Mr. PASTORE, Mr, PEArsoN, Mr. PELL, Mr.
ProUry, Mr. Scorr, Mr. TALMADGE, Mr, THUR-
MoND, and Mr. Younc of Ohlo.

Authority of February 16, 1967:

5.9890. A bill to establish a U.S. Commit-
tee on Human Rights to prepare for partici-
pation by the United States in the observance
of the year 1968 as International Human
Rights Year, and for other purposes: Mr.
InoUYE, Mr, LoNg of Missouri, Mr. PeLL, and
Mr. YARBOROUGH.

5.1008. A bill to provide for the control
and prevention of erosion damages to the
roadbeds and rights-of-way of existing State,
county, and other rural roads and highways,
and for other purposes: Mr. Lonc of Missourl.

ANTIPOVERTY WHITEWASH

Mr, CLARK, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a column entitled “Antipov-
erty Whitewash,” written by Rowland
Evans and Robert Novak in their column
entitled “Inside Report,” published in
the Washington Post of recent date.

There being no objection, the column
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 24, 1967]
ANTIPOVERTY WHITEWASH
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

For all of Majority Leader Mike Mansfield’s
bold talk about congressional scrutiny of
Great Soclety programs, the Senate’s pro-
spective investigation of the antipoverty pro-
gram is taking on unmistakable signs of
whitewash,

The Senate is expected soon to appropriate
$165,000 for a Senate Labor Committee study
of President Johnson’s war against poverty,
an amount wholly inadequate for serious
investigation. More important, a secret bi-
partisan agreement provides that only one-
third of that money may be used to hire out-
slde consultants.

Thus, the Investigating will be almost en-
tirely in the hands of the Labor Commit-
tee's Democratic-controlled staff, with help
from individual consultants only on a plece-
meal basis. And since this staff can scarcely
be wholly objective about the most politically
vulnerable program of a Democratic Admin-
istration, suspicions of whitewash are jus-
tified.

The story is another sign of congressional
impotence. But It also reveals just how
sensitive the Johnson Administration really
is about any hard-nosed probe of the war
on poverty.

As recently as last December, a non-non-
sense investigation by the Senate Labor Sub-
committee handling poverty matters seemed
possible. During the congressional recess,
the Subcommittee Chairman, Sen. Joseph
Clark of Pennsylvania, and staffers traveled
to New York City for private conferences with
Ford Foundation officials to discuss outside
consultants for the study.

The result was a proposed $252,000 budget,
adequate but scarcely bountiful. Prelimi-
nary plans called for 12 separate studies of
poverty programs to be conducted by outside
experts—some from management consultant
firms, some from Space Age industries, some
from the academic community.

These plans immediately aroused deep con-
cern inside the Administration—and partic-
ularly in Sargent Shriver’'s Office of Economiec
Opportunity (OEO). After all, if tough-
minded management consultants were called
in, they might undermine the poverty cru-
sade’s main philosophical pillar: participa-
tion of the poor in fighting poverty.

These were the very risks foreseen by Sen-
ate Democrats. It soon became clear that
the need for outside management consultants
was felt by only one Democrat, Claiborne Pell
of Rhode Island, on the Clark Subcommittee.
The three Republicans—Jacob Javits of New
York, Winston Prouty of Vermont and George
Murphy of California—dissented from this
majority Democratic position.

The partisan split widened late in Janu-
ary when the Labor Committee’s Democrats
held a secret caucus. Alabama's Sen. Lister
Hill, Chairman of the full Committee, as-
serted that outside consultants milght badly
hurt the poverty program. BSen. Edward M,
(Ted) Kennedy of Massachusetts agreed.
The overwhelming majority of Democrats
agreed that their own hired hands should
run the study contending management con-
sultants would not appreciate the political
and social subtleties.

Thus, when the full Labor Committee met
soon thereafter, the Democrats slashed the
original $250,000 budget to $190,000.

Chairman Clark later worked out a private
compromise with the Republicans allocating
one-third of the total funds to hiring outside
consultants. But that total soon dwindled to
insignificant proportions. The Senate Rules
Committee, which passes on fund requests
of all other committees, further sliced the
$100,000 to $165,000. None of the Labor
Committee Democrats complained very
loudly.
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NOTICE OF HEARINGS BY SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON MANPOWER, EMPLOY -
MENT, AND POVERTY

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, I an-
nounce today that the Senate Labor
Committee’s examination of the war on
poverty will begin with 4 days of hearings
in Washington on March 13, 15, 16, and
17. The Senate Subcommittee on Em-
ployment, Manpower, and Poverty, which
I chair, will follow these hearings with
extensive hearings in each of the seven
geographical regions through which anti-
poverty program activities are adminis-
tered by the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity.

In its March Washington hearings the
subcommittee will hear testimony from
representatives of State and local gov-
ernment agencies, from a panel of local
community action agency directors,
from a panel of representatives of the
poor, and from business, labor, and aca-
demic leaders, who are familiar with the
Federal Government’s antipoverty pro-
gram.

While the exact schedule and locations
of the subcommittee’s field hearings have
not yet been determined, hearings will be
held during the months of April and May
in each of the seven economic oppor-
tunity regions, thus covering all areas
of the country.

I would also like to answer charges
recently made in a syndicated column
that my subcommittee’s investigation of
the war on poverty will be a “whitewash.”

Based, as it is, upon misstatements of
fact and misrepresentations of the views
of both Demoeratic and Republican
members of the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, the charge of
a prospective “whitewash” is totally un-
founded. Lest the aims and purposes of
my proposed inquiry be misconstrued by
newspaper readers, I would like to take
this opportunity to set the record
straight.

As I have stated on numerous occa-
sions in the past, publicly, as well as
privately to my colleagues in the Con-
gress and to persons in the Johnson
administration including Mr. Sargent
Shriver, Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, I approach this in-
vestigation with a completely open mind.
Neither I nor the other members of the
Subcommittee on Employment, Man-
power, and Poverty of either party have
any preconceived notions about the
future directions of the war on poverty,
the future role of the Office of Economic
Opportunity, the successes or failures of
Federal antipoverty programs, or the
findings, recommendations, and conclu-
sions that will result from the inquiry.

This inquiry will not be an attempt to
sweep problems under the rug. Nor is
it designed as a partisan exposé that
some would like to see.

This investigation will be an objective,
thorough, and bipartisan analysis of both
the successes and shortcomings of the
war on poverty and the administration of
Economic Opportunity Act programs at
the Federal, State, and local levels.

Our task is to examine and evaluate,
and that evaluation will culminate in
constructive criticism of past perform-
ance and constructive recommendations
for future action.
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ADDRESS BY SENATOR EKENNEDY
OF NEW YORK, BEFORE AMERI-
CANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION,
PHILADELPHIA, PA.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp the text of a splendid address
made in Philadephia last Friday by the
distinguished Senator from New York
[Mr. KenneEpy] on the subject “Youth,”
and a news account of the meeting, which
was a most successful one.

There being no objection, the speech
and article were ordered to be printed
in the Recorb, as follows:

ApDrESS BY SENATOR RoBERT F. KENNEDY,
DINNER, AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC AcC-
TION, PHILADELPHIA, PA., FEBRUARY 24, 1967

John Adams found the meaning of Amer-
ica in the scope it gave for the opportunity
to excel—which, he sald, “next to self-preser-
vation, is ever the great spring of human
action”. Americans for Democratic Action
is a young organization, on the scale of his-
tory. But in its passion for excellence, it
is as old as the impulse which gave this
nation birth. Therefore to be invited to
speak before you is an invitation to share
that passion, to discuss excellence in our day,
to measure ourselves against the highest
standards of truth and idealism.

Those standards are found in the thought
and action of men through thousands of
years in nations all over the globe. But here
in America today, perhaps the clearest mir-
ror of our performance, the truest measure
of whether we live up to our ldeals, is our
youth. And therefore I would speak to you
tonight about the rising generation in Amer-
ica; about the brightest, best-educated, most
highly-motivated generation of young people
we have had since the founding of the Re-
public—when the 32-year-old Thomas Jef-
ferson wrote the Declaration of Independ-
ence, Henry Knox built an artillery corps at
26, Alexander Hamilton joined the Independ-
ence fight at 19, and Rutledge and Lynch
signed the Declaration for South Carolina
at 27. In the Peace Corps, in the Northern
Student Movement, in Appalachia and Oak-
land, on dusty roads in Mississippi and nar-
row trails of the Andes, this generation of
young people have shown an ideallsm and
a devotion to country matched in few na-
tions—and excelled in none.

And we have shown our admiration for
them in the sincere flattery of imitation, in
ways large and small. Cafe society and coun-
try clubbers follow their fashions in hair-
styles and skirt lengths, listen to their music
and dance their dances. The great auto-
mobille industry cof Detroit styles its cars
and designs their engines on the model of
those bullt by teen-age “hot-rodders” of a
few years ago. The sit-in movement which
energized the Negro of the South, and re-
sulted in the Civil Rights Act of 1964, began
with a few college students. And it was a
small group of Northern students, in the
Mississippli Summer Project, who taught
thousands of adults how to make personal
witness for clvil rights in conditions of dif-
ficulty and danger.

Yet for all the msptrat!on. all the fresh-
ness and imagination our young people have
given us In the last few years, we are now
profoundly troubled by them; and so we
should be. For the gap between generations,
always present in the past, is suddenly widen-
ing; the old bridges which span it are falling;
we see all around us a terrible alienation of
the best and bravest of our young; and the
very shape of a generation seems turned on
its head overnight. Bob Moses is gone,
Btokely Carmichael stands in his place—and
beyond him are others more militant, offer-
ing dark visions of an apocalyptic future.
Peace Corps recruiting is not so easy as it
was; and we read less of tutoring programs
in the ghetto than of trips, festivals, and
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drugs with strange new names. There are
riots on the Los Angeles “strip”, and In dozens
of colleges; hundreds of young men dodge the
draft in Canada, and unknown numbers effec-
tively do the same in years of graduate study;
the suicide rate among young people is ris-
ing—and so Is the rate of juvenlle delin-
quency. The troubador of their generation,
who three years ago sang of the changes that
were “Blowin’ in the Wind"”, now dismisses
our pronouncements as “propaganda, all is
phony”.

Clearly, these are different phenomena,
different youth. But taken together, they
mean that more and more of our children are
estranged, allenated in the literal sense, al-
most unreachable by the familiar premises
and arguments of our adult world. And the
task of leadership, the first task of concerned
people, is not to condemn or castigate or de-
plore—it is to search out the reason for dis-
illusionment and allenation, the rationale of
protest and dissent—perhaps, indeed, to learn
from it. And we will learn most, I think,
from the minority who most sharply articu-
late their criticism of our ways. And we may
find that we learn most of all from those po-
litical and social dissenters whose differences
with us are most grave; for among the young
as among adults, the sharpest criticism often
goes hand in hand with the deepest ideallsm
and love of country.

What, then, estranges these young people,
our children; what are they dissenting from—
and what do they tell us about ourselves?

They begin, of course, with the war in Viet
Nam. At the outset, let me emphasize again
that we are not talking about all our young
people; after all, Viet Nam is a young man’s
war. The men who fight and die there, with
bravery and endurance equal to any in our
history, are young. There are others, as I
have seen on many campuses, who are in
favor of escalation—though many who favor
escalation also favor continuation of the stu-
dent deferment, their seeming slogan “Escala-
tion without Participation,” or at any rate
“Without Me." But when a hundred student
body Presidents and editors of college news-
papers; hundreds of former Peace Corps Vol-
unteers; dozens of present Rhodes scholars—
when these, the flower of our youth, question
the basic premises of the war, they should
not and cannot be ignored. Among these
protestors, most will serve, if called upon,
with courage and responsibility equal to any.
But their basic loyalty and devotlon does not
and cannot obscure the fact of dissent.

These students oppose the war for the same
reason that many of you feel anguish: for the
brutality and the horror of all wars, and for
the particular terror of this one. But for our
young people, I suspect, Viet Nam is a shock
as it cannot be to us. They did not know
‘World War II, or even Korea. And this is a
war surrounded by rhetoric they do not un-
derstand or accept; these are the children not
of the Cold War, but of the Thaw. Their
memories of Communism are not of Stalin's
purges and death camps, not even the terrible
revelations of the Twentieth Party Congress,
or the streets of Hungary. They see the
world as one in which Communist states can
be each others’ deadliest enemies or even
friends of the West, in which Communism is
certainly no better, but perhaps no worse,
than many other evil and repressive dictator-
ships all around the world—with which we
conclude alliances when that is felt to be in
our interest.

And even as the declared foreign
of our government is to “build bridges” to
this new Communist world, they see us, in
the name of anti-communism, devastating
the land of those we call our friends. How-
ever the war may seemn to us, they see it as
one in which the largest and most powerful
nation on earth is killing children (they do
not care if accidentally) in a remote and in-
significant land. We speak of past commit-
ments, of the burden of past mistakes; and
they ask why they should now atone for mis-
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takes made before many of them were born,
before almost any could vote. They see us
spend billions on armaments while poverty
and ignorance continue at home; they see
us willing to fight a war for freedom in Viet
Nam, but unwilling to fight with one-
hundredth the money or force or effort to
secure freedom in Mississippl or Alabama
or the ghettos of the North. And they see,
perhaps most disturbing of all, that they are
remote from the decisions of policy; that
they themselves frequently do not, by the
nature of our political system, share in
the power of cholce on great questions
which shape their lives.

These, at any rate, are some of the sources
of their dissent from the war. It is not
difficult to understand them.

It would be tempting—but it would be
wrong and self-deluding—to trace to the
war all the problems of our disaffecting youth.
Nor can this problem be traced to any in-
dividual, or to any Administration, or to a
political party; the challenge is deeper and
broader.

Consider for example our economy: the
wondrous production machine which has
made us richer, as we count, than any peo-
ple in history, within which we all find sus-
tenance and support. It is a business
economy—which is to say, that most Ameri-
cans are engaged in some form of business—
indeed, that Coolldge was accurate, if not
particularly edifying, when he said that
“the business of America is business”. Yet
we know that in a survey last year, only 12
percent of all graduating college senlors
hoped for a career in business, or thought
such a career would be worthwhile and
satisfying.

Why? Part of the answer, surely, is that
the great corporations which are so large
a part of American life, play so small a role
in'the solution of its vital problems. Civil
rights, poverty, unemployment, health, edu-
cation—these are but a few of the deep
erises in which business participation, with
a few important exceptions, has beer far less
than might be expected from such an im-
portant part of the soclety. We can recog-
nize, and applaud, the work of the NAM in
job training, or the work of Foundations like
Ford and Rockefeller, or the efforts of in-
dividuals like Paul Hoffman or Thomas Wat-
son, or corporations like Smith, Kline &
French. But certainly business as a whole
has not sought out the challenge of the
nation’s frontier, Of course, it may well be
argued that the business of business is to
make a profit, that to attempt more is to do
less than its stockholders deserve. But does
such an argument have relevance, ask the
young, when a single company, like General
Motors or IT&T, has annual profits greater
than the gross national product of any one
of seventy nations in the world?

Nor—painful as it may be for liberals to
acknowledge—are these young people en-
chanted with liberal institutions. Most of
us at this dinner, when we think of labor
unions, have as a frame of reference the long
struggle to establish labor's basic rights—to
make the workingman something more than
an industrial serf. Labor has been in the
forefront of many a great battle; it has al-
ways been a major part of this organization.
But youth looks with other eyes, and their
view is very different: They think of labor
as grown sleek and bureaucratic with power,
sometimes frankly discriminatory, occasion-
ally even corrupt and exploitative; a force
not for change but for the status quo, unwill-
ing or unable to organize new groups of
members, indifferent to the men who once

. worked the coal mines of Appalachia, a late-
- comer to the struggles of the grape pickers

of California or the farm laborers of the
Mississippt Delta. This is a one-sided pic-
ture, without the dimenisons of fifty years
struggle, and the undramatic yet vital work
of labor in many parts of the nation today.
But there s too much truth in it for us not
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to understand our children's view—or to
ignore the need for change,

And we here are friends of education, all,
especially of universities; our friends and
allies teach there, they are a major force
in the liberal community. But listen:

“Education (is) by its very nature an in-
dividual matter . . . not geared to mass pro-
duction. It does not produce people who
instinctively go the same way . . . (Yet) our
millions learn the same lessons and spend
hours before television sets looking at ex-
actly the same thing at exactly the same time.
For one reason and another we are more and
more ignoring differences, if not trying to
obliterate them. We seem headed toward
a standardization of the mind, what Goethe
called ‘The deadly commonplace that fetters
us all.'” That might well have been, but
it was not, a speaker at a Berkeley rally; it
was Edith Hamilton, one of our greatest
classicists. And now listen to a student rep-
resentative, speaking to a meeting of the
Board of Regents of the University of
California:

“We have asked to be heard, you have
refused., We have asked for justice. You
have called it anarchy. We have asked for
freedom. You have called it license. Rather
than face the fear and hopelessness you have
created, you have called it communistic.
You have accused us of falling to use legiti-
mate channels. But you have closed those
channels to us. You, and not us, have
built a university based on distrust and
dishonesty.”

It 1s impossible to mistake the anguish of
that voice, There may be many things in
that cry, but one of them is surely a protest
of individuality—against the university as
corporate bureaucracy, agalnst the dull
sameness Miss Hamilton saw also—for in
bureaucracy and sameness is the denial of
individuality, and the denial that human
beings matter; if all are the same, why listen
to what anyone says? And if we are not pre-
pared to listen, then men cannot be recog-
nized as more than numbers in statistical
collections, a part of the gross national prod-
uct like so many coffee cups or carpet
sweepers.

The non-recognition of individuality—the
sense that no one is listening—is even more
pronounced in our politics. Television,
newspapers, magazines, are a cascade of
words, official statements, policies, explana-
tions, and declarations; all flow from the
height of government, down to the passive
citizen; the young must feel, in their efforts
to speak back, like solitary salmon trying to
breast Grand Coulee dam, The words which
submerge us, all too often, speak the lan-
guage of a day irrelevant to our young. And
the language of politics is too often insin-
cerity—which we have perhaps too easily
accepted, but to the young is particularly
offensive. George Orwell wrote a generation
ago that “In our time, political speech and
writing are largely the defense of the inde-
fensible. Things like the continuation of
British rule in India, the Russian purges and
deportations, the dropping of the atom
bombs on Japan, can indeed be defended, but
only by arguments which are too brutal for
most people to face, and which do not square
with the professed aims of political parties.
Thus political language has to consist
largely of euphemism, question-begging
and sheer cloudy vagueness.”

There is too much truth for comfort in
that statement today. And if we add to the
insincerity, and the absence of dialogue, the
absurdity of a politics in which a Byron de la
Beckwith can declare as a candidate for Lieu-
tenant Governor of Mississippi, we can under-
stand why so many of our young people have
turned from engagement to disengagement,
from politics to passivity, from hope to
nihilism, from SDS to LSD.

But it is not enough to understand, or to
see clearly. Whatever their differences with
us, whatever the depth of their dissent, 1t is
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vital—for us as much as for them—that our
young feel that change is possible; that they
will be heard; that the cruelties and follles
and injustices of the world will yield, how-
ever grudgingly, to the sweat and sacrifice
they are so ready to give. If we cannot help
open to them this sense of possibility, we
will have only ourselves to blame for the
disillusionment that will surely come. And
more than disillusionment, danger; for we
rely on these young people more than we
know: not just in the Peace Corps, though
the Peace Corps has done more for our posi-
tion around the world than all our armed
forces and foreign aid; not just in Civil
Rights, though our youth have done more
toward a solution of that problem than all
the power and panoply of government; we
rely on our youth for all our hopes of a better
future—and thus, in a real and direct sense,
for the very meaning of our own lives. If
we would look back with pride at the lives we
lead, we know above all that we will judge
ourselves by the hope and direction we have
left behind.

And to help achieve the vital sense of
possibility, to take up the challenge our
young pose to us, there is no group more
sulted than the ADA—than those who are
here tonight.

For you have also been capable of scathing
and turbulent dissent. You remind us that
idealism and morality in politics is not only
a thing of the future—and need not be a
thing of the past. You remind us of how
much we owe to the generation of idealist
dissenters before us—and how difficult It
must be for the young dissenters of today,
to have before them for example only the
beat and silent generation of the 1950's.

This group, if any, can reach across the
gap—can reach out to the young of the '60’s.
And this group must. We may find some of
their ideas impractical, some of their views
overdrawn. But there is no question of their
energy, of their ability, above all of their
honest commitment to a better and more
decent world for all of us. They have strug-
gled and sacrificed alone too long. It is for
us now to make the effort—to take their
causes as our causes, and to enlist them in
our own; to lend to their vision and daring
the insight and wisdom of our experience;
and to recapture for ourselves the sense of
open possibllity which they gave a nation
for a few brief years. And if, when we reach
out to them, we are tempted to dismiss their
vision as impossible, or their indignation as
naive, let us remember, as the poet says, that
“None can usurp the height
But those to whom the miseries of the world
Are misery, and will not let them rest.”

The ADA has scaled the height before. I
believe it can and will again.

Unrrep STAaTES MusT NoTr IGNORE YOUTH,
RoeerT EENNEDY TELLS ADA
(By Joseph F. Lowry)

U.S. Sen. Robert F. Kennedy sald here last
night that America’s youth see the Vietnam
war as one in which “the largest and most
powerful nation on earth 1s killing chil-
dren—they do not care if accldentally—in a
remote and insignificant land.”

The New York senator addressed the 20th
annual Roosevelt Day dinner of the South-
eastern Pennsylvania Chapter of Americans
for Democratic Action in the Bellevue-
Stratford. He sald the United States cannot
afford to ignore youth's questioning of the
war, adding:

“Even as the declared foreign policy of our
government is to build bridges to this new
Communist world, they (American youth) see
us, in the name of anti-Communism, devas-
tating the land of those we call our friends.

SPEAES FOR YOUTH

“We speak of past commitments, of the
burden of past mistakes; and they ask why
they should now atone for mistakes made
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before many of them were even born, before
almost any could vote.

“They see us spend billions on armaments
while poverty and ignorance continue at
home. They see us willing to fight a war for
freedom in Vietnam but unwilling to fight
with one-hundredth the money or force or
effort to secure freedom in Mississippl or
Alabama or the ghettoes of the North.

“And they see, perhaps most disturbing of
all, that they are remote from the decision of
the policy; that they themselves frequently
do not, by the nature of our political system,
share in the power of cholce on great ques-
tions which shape their lives.”

Kennedy sald it is not difficult to under-
stand their dissent from the war.

“These students,” he continued, “oppose
the war for the same reason that many of
you feel anguish for the brutality and the
horror of all wars and for the particular
terror of this one.

“But for our young people, I suspect, Viet-
nam is a shock it cannot be to us. They did
not know World War II or even Korea. And
this is a war surrounded by rhetoric they do
not understand or accept. These are the
children, not of the cold war, but of the
thaw.

“Their memories of communism are not of
Stalin’s purges and death camps, not even
the terrible revelations of the twentieth
party congress or the streets of Hungary.

“They see the world as one in which Com-
munist states can be each other’s deadliest
enemles or even friends of the West in which
communism is certainly no better, but per-
haps no worse, than many other evil and re-
pressive dictatorships all around the world
with which we conclude alllances when that
is felt to be in our interest.”

Kennedy sald American business, labor,
education and Iiberals play too small a role
in the solution of youths' problems. Then,
he criticised U.S. polices, saying:

“The non-recognition of individuality—the
sense that no one is listening—is even more
pronounced in our politics.

“Television, newspapers, magazines are a
cascade of words, official statements, policies,
explanations and declarations. All flow from
the height of government, down to the pas-
sive citizen.

“The young must feel in their efforts to
speak back like solitary salmon trying to
breast Grand Coulee dam. The words which
submerge us all too often speak the langu-
age of a day irrelevant to our young. And
the language of politics 1s too often in-
sincerity, which we have perhaps too easily
accepted, but to the young is particularly
offensive.”

AUDIENCE OF 1,800

The senator was applauded by the audi-
ence of 1,800 when he said:

“If we add to the insincerity and the
absence of dialogue the absurdity of a
politics in which a Byron de la Beckwith
can declare as a candidate for lieutenant
governor of Mississippi, we can understand
why so many of our young people have
turned from engagement to disengagement,
from politics to passivity, from hope to
nihilism, from SDS (Students for a Demo-
cratic Soclety) to LSD.”

He said the Peace Corps has done more
for the American position around the world
than all our armed forces and foreign aid.
He credited the nation's young for this.

He also praised youth for “doing more for
civil rights than all the power and panoply
of government.” - :

Kennedy congratulated ADA for {its
achievements, then called on the organiza-
tion “to take up the challenge our young

for us.” He sald there is no group
more suited for this than the ADA.
EVENT RECALLED

The senator spoke from the same podium
in the same ballroom where his brother, the
late President John F. EKennedy, addressed
the ADA in 1950.
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This was recalled among other events
in the history of ADA here during a 20-
minute showing of slides on a screen on the
stage. The commentary was by Mrs. Emily
Sunstein, chairman of the organization.

Philadelphia's U.S. Sen. Joseph 8. Clark
introduced EKennedy but, before he did, he
charged the U.S. has placed itself in a posi-
tion in Viet Nam it cannot justify morally.

He called for the end of the hombing of
North Viet Nam and a limit of 500,000 on
our servicemen there unless Congress de-
clares war.

Eennedy later kidded Clark, calling him
“the consclence of the Senate.”

Directing his remarks to U.S. Rep. Wil-
liam J. Green, 3d, of this city, Kennedy said:

“I'm wondering how your father (the late
congressman and former Democratic city
chairman) would feel if he knew you were
here.” Then, Kennedy drew a laugh by add-
ing quickly: “And I'm wondering how my
father would feel if he knew I was here.”

CHIDES HUMPHREY

EKennedy, who is not a member of ADA
and admits he doesn't agree with all they
advocate, sald (with a wink) he was talk-
ing to Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey
before going to the dinner and that Hum-
phrey sald his speaking before the ADA was
like putting a chicken in a fox house.

Henry W. Sawyer, 3d, former ADA chalr-
man, jolned the kidding. He assured the
audience ADA was not benefiting from CIA
subsidies. He also congratulated Mayor Tate
for “attending your second annual ADA din-
ner,” then said Tate was golng to give every
man in the room a pension.

BLUEPRINT FOR PEACE

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an article entitled  ‘Blue-
print for Peace'—Scholar-Diplomat
Proposes Policy for United States,” pub-
lished in the Philadelphia Inquirer of
Sunday, February 5, 1967. The article
was written by Richard N. Gardner,
former Deputy Assistant Seeretary of
State for International Institutions.
This is a splendid article, and I highly
commend it to Members of the Senate.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Feb., 5,
1967]

TEN-POINT PROGRAM: “BLUEPRINT FOR
PEACE'—SCHOLAR-DIPLOMAT PROPOSES POL-
1IcY FOR UNITED STATES

(By Richard N. Gardner)

To seek the best thinking of the American
people on how to pursue world peace, the
President of the United States, as part of this
country’'s participation in International
Cooperation Year (1065), called a White
House Conference on International Coopera-
tion Nov. 28 through Deec. 1, 1965. Nothing
quite like it had ever happened before.
Some 5000 people representing all aspects of
American soclety attended. Thirty commit-
tees, including leading authorities in many
fields, made more than 400 recommendations
on subjects ranging from arms control to
youth activities. And 220 private organiza-
tions presented statements on their activi-
ties in the field of international cooperation.
The conference was, in President Johnson's
words, “a town meeting of the leaders of this
Nation.”

What has been done to carry out the con-
ference's recommendations? What can be
done, in view of the escalating confiict in
Vietnam?

The State Department recently prepared
an inventory of the status of the conference
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committees’ more than 400 recommenda-
tions for government action. It revealed:

33 recommendations already implemented.

143 recommendations “in the process of
implementation."”

24 recommendations
implemented.”

209 recommendations “under study.”

26 recommendations “considered impraec-
tical at this time and perhaps at any time.”

This “box score,” of course, hardly provides
an adequate measure of the impact of the
reports on government policy. The Govern-
ment might have done many of these things
anyway. Some of the recommendations
made by the committees were undoubtedly
stimulated by government officials.

Yet even in such cases the committees
served a useful function. The expression
of public support for controversial proposals
that had not yet achieved the status of
government policy may have helped, in some
cases, to move the Government forward.

NEED FOR STIMULUS

If the conference had a stimulating effect
on government policy, that is all to the good.
But the momentum needs to be maintained.

What of the 209 recommendations “under
study” and the 26 that are considered “im-
practical”’? Some of these recommenda-
tions undoubtedly should not be acted upon.
But without further stimulus, some meri-
torlous proposals may not receive the atten-
tlon that they deserve. Therefore the ques-
tion arises: How should the conference be
followed up?

Fortunately, the President has appointed
a Special White House Committee to study
fully each recommendation that has not
yet been put into effect. The President’s
budget and legislative proposals for this year
in areas covered by the conference will be
formulated on the basis of the committee's
review and evaluation. The composition of
the committee is impressive: Budget Direc-
tor Charles Schultze, Special Assistant to
the President Walt W. Rostow and Joseph A.
Califano, Jr., and Raymond D. Nasher, who
served as executive director of the confer-
ence. Nasher will serve as the contact for
conference participants who may wish to
express views to the White House Commit-
tee on any aspect of its work.

The White House Conference created, or at
least strengthened, new and Interested con-
stituencies in 30 different flelds of activity.
Many of the individuals involved gained a
new insight and a new sense of commit-
ment as a result of sustained analysis of the
subject matter in cooperation with their
government counterparts. There ls reason
to hope that this new expertise and en-
thusiasm will not be dissipated.

AGENDA OUTLINED

What are the main areas of cooperation
that deserve attention from the White House
Committee? Here is an outline of my own
agenda for cooperation, in some respects dif-
fering from on going beyond the proposals
presented to the White House Conference:

Curbing the Arms Race. Five nations now
have the capacity to explode nuclear weap-
ons, At least 10 more have the technical
capabllity to develop nuclear weapons in the
next few years, It is in the common inter-
est of the nuclear powers—and in the long-
term interest of all mankind—to prevent the
further spread of these weapons.

The obstacles to a treaty on monprolifera-
tion are not insoluble. The U.S. treaty draft
prohibits giving ownership, possession, or
control of nuclear weapons within the NATO
alliance,

“scheduled to be

TEST BAN

The Soviet Union appears to have dropped
its insistence that a nonproliferation treaty
must prohibit consultation on nuclear mat-
ters. In return, the United States should be
willing to accept provisions foreclosing shar-
ing in ownership or control of nuclear weap-

“ful settlement and peaceful change.
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ons by the Germans or other nonnuclear
powers through some kind of multilateral
forces. And it should also be possible to de-
vise adequate securlty guarantees to nonnu-
clear powers, perhaps through parallel dec-
larations by nuclear powers confirmed in a
U.N. resolution.

Further efforts should be made to con-
clude a comprehensive ban on nuclear test-
ing. The art of selsmic detection does not
yet permit distinguishing underground nu-
clear explosions from earthquakes without
on-site inspection. The Soviet Union does
not accept this proposition, and rejects the
idea of on-site inspections. But a solution
may lie in an international effort to agree
on present possibilities of detection and to
develop improved methods.

Work must also go forward on general and
complete disarmament. Even with some
measures of arms control, the maintenance
of huge nuclear stockpiles and the modern
methods of delivering them mean a substan-
tial risk of nuclear war for our generation.

Obviously, progress toward general and
complete disarmament and toward many
measures of arms control requires the co-
operation of Communist China. Its involve-
ment in disarmament talks, whether bilat-
erally or at the existing Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Conference or at a World Dis-
armament Conference, should be actively
encouraged.

KEEPING PEACE

Keeping the Peace. International coop-
eration to strengthen the United Natlons is
essential for general and complete disarma-
ment. It is also essential to reduce the risks
of violence while we live in the shadow of
the arms race,

The United Nations needs an effective
standby military capacity to deal with peace-
keeping emergencies. This can be developed
within the present constitutional structure.

Every effort must be made to enable the
Security Council to discharge its primary
responsibility in the peacekeeping field. But
past experience with the Sovlet Unlon and
the prospect of Communist China's member-
ship in the Council suggest the need to retain
the General Assembly’s power to authorize
peacekeeping operations — operations In
which forces are contributed on a voluntary
basis and deployed to the territory of coun-
tries with thelr consent.

If certain members will not pay assess-
ments for these operations, other methods
of financing such as non-mandatory appor-
tionment will have to be found to assure a
fair sharing of the cost. And the UN.'s
military capability should be augmented
through the earmarking and training of
national contingents on a broad geographical
basis.

The United States could use military as-
sistance funds to help less developed coun-
tries prepare units for U.N. service. To-
gether with other countries, we also might
make military bases available to the U.N.
both for tralning and for actual use in peace-
keeping emergencies.

Concern with the U.N.'s peacekeeping ca-
pacity has recently been accompanied by
increasing interest in the problems of pe;gt:—

s
is as it should be.

More needs to be done to anticipate and
resolve situations which could lead to armed
conflict. More needs to be done to attack
the root causes of conflicts temporarily ar-
rested by the interposition of peacekeeping
forces.

' TRADE EXPANSION

Expanding World Trade. The Expansion
Act gave U.S. negotiators new authority to
remove trade barriers, but it came when the
Common Market was preoccupied with its
internal problems; 10 years earlier it might
have produced dramatic results. Neverthe-
less, every effort must be made to salvage a
meaningful settlement from the Kennedy
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Round and to prevent backsliding from
liberal trade policies on both sides of the
Atlantic.

The United States will have to revise some
nontariff barriers, such as the American sell-
ing-price method of valuation on chemical
imports, and be prepared to subject domes-
tic farm programs to international negotia-
tion.

And after the Eennedy Round ends, we
should put ourselves in a position to move
even more boldly—proposing a treaty for
gradual but complete elimination of tariffs
within 25 years.

The United States has fallen behind other
free world countries in expanding trade with
Eastern Europe. The legislation which Presi-
dent Johnson sent to the Congress last spring
would at least enable American negotiators
to offer most-favored-nation tariff treatment
to countries such as the Soviet Union, Ru-
mania, and Czechoslovakia in exchange for
concessions of equivalent significance to us.
It deserves to be enacted, and followed up
with further measures to expand trade on a
basis of mutual advantage.

DEVELOPMENT AID

Alding Economlie Development. The rate
of increase of gross national product in the
less developed countries slipped from 6 per-
cent in 1950-54 to 4 percent in 1960-64.

With population growth averaging at least
2 or 3 percent in most of these countries, per
capita income for the group is rising only
about 1 percent a year. If these trends con-
tinue, their average per capita income, now
about $120, will be only about $170 in the
year 2000—while the present $3000 per capita
income of the United States will grow to
some $5000 or $6000.

Unfortunately, financial assistance to the
developing countries has begun to level off,
and the burden of debt service increasingly
offsets the transfer of new resources.

Congress has been reluctant to increase bi-
lateral assistance, to reduce or eliminate in-
terest rates on development loans, or to pro-
vide assurance of continuity through multi-
year authorizations of appropriations. But
a bold proposal to transfer additional re-
sources through international agencies such
as the International Development Associa-
tion might meet with a better Congressional
response.

At the very least, American policy should
alm at increasing to $1 billion a year the
“soft” lending of the International Devel-
opment Association and raising to $300 mil-
lion a year the pre-investment outlays of the
U.N. Development Program. A U.S. offer to
put up 40 percent of these sums on a match-
ing basis could demonstrate the U.S. com-
mitment to development and restore forward
movement now lacking in multilateral aid
efforts.

WORLD FINANCE

Organizing World Finance. For the past
eight years, the United States has run sub-
stantial deficits in its balance of payments.
These deficits have been partly financed by
inereased foreign dollar holdings, but they
have also been paid for by large reductions
in our gold stocks.

The United States cannot go on losing gold
indefinitely. Yet elimination of the deficit
may leave the world short of the liquidity
needed for the continued expansion of world
trade. And measures taken to reduce the
deficlt may have unfortunate consequences.

Generalizations in this complex field are
dangerous. It would appear, however, that
the world's gold supply is growing too slowly
to finance the growing volume of world trade
and that the United States can no longer
take the prinecipal responsibility for supple-
menting it.

Other nations therefore must bear a grow-
ing share of responsibility for increasing
world liquidity, by increasing the credit fa-
cilities in the International Monetary Fund,
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by creating a new form of “owned” reserves,
or by some combination of the two.

If a new reserve unit is created, the na-
tional currencies paid by the developed
countries in exchange for it could be used
for long-term lending in the less developed
world.

POPULATION GROWTEH

Curbing Population Growth. There is a
growing realization that significantly higher
living standards in the less developed coun-
tries will never be achieved if the popula-
tion goes on doubling every 20 or 30 years,
and there is increasing awareness that If we
do not make voluntary family planning pos-
sible in this generation, we may make com-
pulsory family planning inevitable in some
countries in the future.

The U.S. Government is now providing
direct support for family planning efforts
through technical, financial, and commodity
aid. The big question is no longer whether
the United States will help but whether the
countries concerned will move fast enough
to train and deploy the necessary adminis-
trators, doctors, and health workers.

The United Nations, the World Health Or-
ganization, the United Nations Chlldren’s
Fund, the U.N. Reglonal Economic Commis-
sions and their demographic centers—all
should be encouraged to work together to
assist Iin effectlve national programs of
family planning.

WORLD CONSERVATION

Conserving the World’s Resources. In the
headlong thrust toward Industrialization
and urbanization, man risks undermining
the very basis of his clvilization—the re-
sources of his planet.

Both the industrial countries and the
countries seeking rapid Industrialization
need to do a better job of conserving precious
minerals, preserving wildlife and natural
areas, avolding alr and water pollution, de-
veloping additional water resources through
desalting sea water, and controlling the toxic
consequenceg of drugs and pesticides. The
time has surely come for more effective in-
ternational cooperation in the central task
of preserving the balance of nature.

The report of the White House Conference
Committee on the Conservation of Re-
sources offers significant proposals for action,
It urges an International Trust for the
World Herltage to identify, establish, de-
velop and help manage natural areas and
archaeological sites of unique value to the
world community.

It calls for better regulation of the world's
fishing practices to prevent depletion of the
marine harvest. It asks cooperative efforts
to deal with the contamination of man’s en-
vironment by pesticides, oil pollution of the
high seas, and the disposal of nuclear wastes.
It proposes an international authority to ex-
ploit metal deposit on the ocean floor which
may soon be extractable In large quantities.

OUTER SPACE

Exploring Outer Space. The United
States and the Soviet Union have agreed to
a treaty designed to keep nuclear weapons
out of space and prohibiting the use of the
moon and other celestial bodies from use as
military bases. It is the first treaty govern-
ing space exploration.

Joint ventures in the launching of astro-
nauts have been considered impractical be-
cause neither the Soviet Union nor the
United States would permit the other nation
to gain access to military information. But
astronauts launched separately by the two
countries can meet in outer space and work
on joint projects.

We should explore the possibility of lunar
or orbital laboratories jointly operated by the
two countries in the name of the United Na-
tions. At first these laboratories might con-
sist only of equipment; later they might be
manned by astronauts of various countries.

These joint laboratories could gather infor-
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mation about the solar system as well as
about our own planet. Eventually they
might be the basis of a U.N. inspection serv-
ice capable of patrolling borders and moni-
toring arms control agreements.

Expanding the Exchange of Ideas. Mod-
ern technology and culture are breaking
down many official barriers. The United
States can assist in this process by seeking
the bolder programs of exchange of teach-
ers and students, newspapers and books, mo-
tion pilctures and cultural presentations.
For example, the United States could offer
Soviet leaders the opportunity to address
Americans regularly on television, in return
for the same privilege to us in the Soviet
Union. We could propose to exchange time
on the Voice of America for the same amount
of time on Radio Moscow.

More can be done to encourage private
groups around the world to strengthen the
United Nations’ role in this field, including
the capacity of the U.N.'s Department of
Public Information to bring the story of
U.N. activities to the peoples of the world.
The United States should encourage the use
of communication satellites by the U.N. for
this purpose, at special rates or without
charge.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Protecting Human Rights., The United
Nations has designated 1968, the 20th anni-
versary of the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights, as Human Rights Year.

The United States has taken important
action to promote human rights at home,
but it must go further in making the pro-
motion of human rights a central element
in its forelgn policy. One step long over-
due is the ratification of the human rights
treaties now before the U.S. Senate—the
conventions on Slavery, Forced Labor, and
the Political Rights of Women. Ratification
of the Genocide Convention, another treaty
pending in the Senate, would also be de-
sirable.

The United States should work for adop-
tion of a proposal now before the UN. to
create a High Commissioner for Human
Rights. Such a Commissioner could present
a professional and comprehensive report
each year on the progress of member gov-
ernments in implementing the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. He could
deal with specific complaints and assist mem-
bers In organizing domestic institutions for
the protection of human rights.

It is to be hoped that the President's
Speclal Committee will support bold meas-
ures of the kind outlined in this agenda and
that the improved dialogue between U.8. cit-
izens and their Government resulting from
the White House Conference will yield more
and better ideas.

BOLD CONCEPT

But a dialogue between American citizens
or Americans and their Government is no
substitute for a dialogue with the other
peoples and governments of the world., If
we really want to implement the bold con-
cept of International Cooperation Year, then
let us propose to the Soviet Union that our
best qualified citizens meet with theirs to
explore each of the 30 subjects discussed at
the White House Conference, or other sub-
jects of their cholice.

These meetings could be of the same
character as the famous “Pugwash" confer-
ences—scientists, scholars and professional
men of both countries would participate in
their individual capacities without commit-
ting their respective governments.

If a series of meetings of this kind were
held, it could not fail to have a salutary
effect on Soviet-American relations. Per-
haps these conferences could even be broad-
ened to include citizens from other Com-
munist countries. Through such a program
we could supplement a policy of contain-
ment with a policy of engagement—engage-
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ment of all parts of our socleties on all
relevant subjects in a cooperative quest for
ace.

pePresldent Eennedy, in his American Uni-
versity speech, conveyed the essential spirit
with which we should approach such a new
effort of peaceful cooperation. “Peace,” he
declared, “need not be impracticable, and
war need not be inevitable. By defining our
goal more clearly, by making it seem more
manageable and less remote, we can help all
peoples to see it, to draw hope from it, and
to move irresistibly toward it.”

“Our problems are manmade,” President
Kennedy sald, “therefore they can be solved
by man. And man can be as big as he
wants.”

SPEAKING AS A PRIVATE CITIZEN

Richard N. Gardner is currently professor
of Law and International Relations at Co-
lumbia University and senlor adviser to the
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations. He
has been actively involved in fashioning the
foreign policy of the United States since 1961,
when he left the Columbia faculty to become
deputy assistant secretary of state for Inter-
national Organization Affairs. He left the
State Department in 1965.

The article on this page is excerpted from
Gardner's latest book, “Blueprint for Peace,”
published recently by McGraw-Hill, and, he
says, is his private view. In addition to
Gardner’s proposals, the book contains 30
reports submitted to the White House Con-
ference on International Cooperation in at
the end of 1965, of which Gardner was chair-
man. He has published two other books,
“Sterling Dollar Diplomacy,” a history of U.S.
foreign economiec policy from the Atlantic
Charter to the Marshall Plan, and “In Pur-
sult of World Order,” an analysis of Amer-
ican policy in international organizations.

Gardner was born in New York in 1027,
served in the Second World War, was grad-
uated from Harvard College in 1948 and from
Yale Law School in 1851. He went to Oxford
University as a Rhodes Scholar, and he was
awarded a doctoral degree in 1061. After
three years with a New York law firm, he
joined the faculty of Columbia.

During his servi~e at the State Depart-
ment, Gardner was directly involved with
the international organizational aspects of
such problems as outer space, trade and aid.
He has been a member of a number of U.S.
delegations to international conferences and
was & member of the U.S. delegation to the
TU.N. at the last six sesslons of the General
Assembly.

ARMS CONTROL

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp an article entitled “Charade On
Arms Control Pact,” written by Joseph
Kraft, and published in the Washington
Post of recent date. The article should
be of interest to all who are hoping that
we will secure a nonproliferation treaty
in the near future.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

CHARADE ON ArMs CoNTROL PacT
(By Joseph Kraft)

Important gains in two flelds of arms con-
trol are in prospect for later this year.

But to understand what is happening 1t 1s
first necessary to penetrate elaborate cha-
rades now being played out in exquisite de-
taill with a view toward disarming nation-
alistic and military critics of arms control
in West Germany, the United States and the
Soviet Union.

One of these charades, which T will make
the subject of this column, centers on the
non-proliferation treaty currently wunder

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

negotiation before the United Nations Dis-
armament Committee in Geneva. The other,
which I will discuss in a subsequent column,
centers on the anti-ballistic missile, or ABM.

The non-proliferation treaty obliges signa-
tory nations not to give or receive nuclear
weapons, For the non-nuclear states, the
treaty would set up in Article III a safe-
guard system subjecting their programs for
peaceful uses of nuclear energy to interna-
tional inspection.

Many groups in many countries have
doubts about the treaty. But the truly
critical opposition lles with the nationalist
wing of West German opinion ranging from
the extreme right towards Finance Minister
Frang Josef Strauss.

For Strauss and his followers could use
the denial of nuclear status to Germany as
a pretext for whipping up deep currents of
nationalistic opinion. They might, in that
case, blow up the shaky coalition govern-
ment led by Chancellor Kurt Kiesinger and
Forelgn Minister Willy Brandt, or at least
cause it to turn against the treaty.

If that happened, if the Germans balked,
the treaty would be dead. For the minimal
Soviet need is a visible muzzling of the Ger-
mans in a way that can be used to bulld
up the standing of the present Russlan lead-
ership in their own country and Communist
Europe.

The purpose of the charade is to neutralize
Strauss. It got under way three weeks ago
when Foreign Minister Brandt came to Wash-
ington for talks with Secretary of State Dean
Rusk.

Apparently they decided to give special at-
tention to one of the many obscure reserva-
tions dimly volced about the treaty by Strauss
and his followers.

Brandt, looking very grave, alluded to the
issue at a briefing on Feb. 8. Rusk took it up
in his news conference on Feb. 9. The issue
they chose to highlight was the issue of
whether the treaty would deny Germany
the fruits of industrial research in the nu-
clear field.

With Brandt and Rusk seemingly con-
cerned about the Industrial fruits, Strauss
and his followers went wild on the matter.
In a storm of wrathful statements, they made
the industrial issue the centerplece of their
opposition to the treaty.

They charged that the treaty was a means
of keeping Germany down forever—"a diabol-
fcal Instrument of Morganthauism,” as for-
mer Chancellor Konrad Adenauer said in
an allusion to the plan for dividing Germany
advanced by the late American Secretary of
the Treasury, Henry Morganthau, in 1945.

The outburst of German opposition had
an immediate Impact on the treaty talks.
When they resumed in Geneva last week, un-
certainty about Article III made it impos-
sible for the United States and Russia to
publish an agreed draft of the treaty. And
at that point alarmists took fright.

But the rest of the script is already visible.
For the German nationalists have now been
exposed as the major obstacles to agreement.

SUPPORT FOR SOCIAL SECURITY
INCREASE

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Pres-
ident has asked Congress to turn its at-
tention as soon as possible to enacting
legislation designed to expand and im-
prove the social security system in order
to make it possible for older Americans
to live their retirement years in dignity
and self-respect, not in poverty and
despair.

Incredible new discoveries in medical
knowledge coupled with a steady im-
provement in nutrition have given Amer-
icans the precious gift of longer life.
The statisticians tell us that & person re-
tiring at age 65 has another 13 years of
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life. Those remaining years should be
years spent with some measure of inde-
pendence. All too often, however, they
are years spent in an all-absorbing strug-
gle to maintain a marginal standard of
living on an inadequte income.

In my mail the other day was a heart-
breaking letter from a T73-year-old
woman alone in the world and living on
a §74 social security pension. In part
she wrote:

I went to the store down the street with my
last money left till I get my next check from
the government. I got me a dozen eggs and
a loaf of bread and some dry milk. Came
time to pay and I didn't have enough cash,
So I put out my hand with all my change
and told the lady to take all I have and give
me what I can buy. So she gave me the
bread and dry milk and not but four eggs.
Senator, can't the government raise our
check a few dollars?

Everything we can do to increase social
security benefits, consistent with the ad-
ministration of the Social Security trust
fund on a sound financial basis, we must
do. We must give first priority to hu-
man considerations, while at the same
time giving due weight to actuarial con-
siderations.

The President’s proposal calls for an
increase in the earnings base covered by
social security. In 1938 the $3,000 earn-
ings base represented the total earnings
of 97 percent of all workers covered by
social security. While the earnings base
has been increased from time to time,
it has not kept step with increases in
wages, As a consequence, while the
number of workers having earnings
above the established base grows larger
the proportion of their earnings replaced
in benefits grows smaller. By proposing
to increase the earnings base the Pres-
ident has eliminated a significant flaw in
the social security program.

As the cost of living has risen, the
funds available to retired people have not
kept pace. It is incumbent on us all
to give full support to the President’s
social security program which will help
to lift the burden of want from the shoul-
ders of the aged.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may proceed for 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senator may proceed.

A CALL FOR REALISM

Mr., BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I have pondered at length with
respect to President Johnson's message
on crime in America. Many Senators
have commended the administration’s
concern over crime and its wide-reaching
ramifications. I, too, applaud the Pres-
ident for his vigorous and unswerving
desire to bring about a reversal of the
trend toward utter chaos on our streets.

In many respects, I am in accord with
what the President has said. It may be
noted that I am a cosponsor of S. 917,
which seeks to implement some of the
recommendations contained in the Safe
Streets and Crime Control Act proposed
by the President.

There is something left out of the
President’s message, however, which I
believe to be a grievous omission. I felt
it when I first read the message, and my
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uneasiness has been crystallized into real
concern now that the President’s Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice has issued its re-
port entitled “The Challenge of Crime
in a Free Society.”

I am referring to the complete absence
in the President’'s message of any con-
sideration of the profoundly adverse ef-
fects of recent Supreme Court decisions
upon the ability of local law enforce-
ment officers to carry out their respon-
sibilities.

In his message, the President quotes
Abraham Lincoln as having said:

Let reverence for the laws . . . become the
political religion of the nation.

I believe, however, an expansion of this
quotation by Abraham Lincoln is in or-
der. He said:

Let reverence for the laws be breathed by
every American mother to the lisping babe
that prattles on her lap; let it be taught in
schools, in seminaries, and in colleges; let it
be written in primers, spelling-books, and in
almanacs; let it be preached from the pulpit,
proclaimed in legislative halls, and nforced
in courts of justice. And, in short, let it
become the political religion of the nation;
and let the old and the young, the rich and
the poor, the grave and the gay of all sexes
and tongues and colors and conditions sacri-
fice unceasingly upon its altars.

I should like to emphasize a portion of
this wise admonition; that is, let rever-
ence for the laws be “enforced in courts
of justice.”

I submit that the honorable and pro-
gressive police of this Nation, who make
up the great majority of the profession,
are sacrificing unceasingly upon the al-
tars of justice. They know, however,
that it is fundamental that the law must
be given full foree in order that the rights
and liberties of the people of our society
may be protected. They are witnessing,
day by day, growing restrictions upon
their ability to provide the protection
which they are charged with giving to
the citizens they serve.

President Johnson pointed out in his
message that crime—and the fear of
crime—has become a public malady.
He revealed that a survey made in high
erime areas of two of our largest cities
found that 43 percent of the people in-
terviewed stayed off the streets at night;
35 percent did not speak to strangers;
21 percent used only cabs and cars af
night; 20 percent would like to move to
another neighborhood—all because of
their fear of crime. I know that these
citizens and millions more like them
would prefer to see the menace of the
depraved criminal removed from our
streets.

More and more, because of unrealistic
Supreme Court decisions, America is be-
coming not the land of the free, but the
land of the freed criminal. It is, in
many cities, becoming the lawbreaker's
domain where he reigns supreme because
the law-abiding citizen is intimidated,
the police are rendered nearly impotent,
and the criminal is encouraged as he sees
his fellow hoodlums escape justice
through loopholes created by technical-
ities. In 1926, Supreme Court Justice
Cardozo asked this question: “A crim-
inal must go free because the constable
has blundered?” I believe this is what
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alarms the police, and not only the
police but also the general public: that
8 vicious criminal is allowed to go free
because law enforcement officers,
through alleged overzealousness, possi-
ble errors in judgment, or because of lack
of familiarity with the complex restric-
tions placed upon them, sometime err in
dealing with the prisoner and with evi-
dence. As has been pointed out by a
police executive, there is no question that
police on occasion make errors—if we
functioned in a utopian world in which
all policemen were infallible, there would
be little, if any, need for the higher
courts.

It is my firm contention that the
majority of those on the Supreme Court
have lost ftouch with reality. Appar-
ently, they are too greatly insulated from
the harsh realities of crime. I am not
going to reel off the available plethora
of horrifying statistics today concerning
crime. I believe that those responsible
for the dismaying decisions of late are
too removed from reality by their more
rarified surroundings, that they are so
far away from the “madding crowd’s
ignoble strife” that they cannot see from
their Mount Olympian chambers that
these statistics represent flesh-and-
blood, suffering victims of the most
despicable of violations against innocent
children, women, and men.

The sanctity which characterizes the
atmosphere in the U.S. Supreme Court
Building is entirely proper. But, it is
far removed from the subhuman jungle
of crime on the streets. Crime is no
ethereal threat. Crime is stark reality,
and judgment and punishment must be
just as starkly realistic.

Compassion is a worthy trait of man.
But, compassion cannot be reserved for
the criminal alone. It must also be ex-
tended to the law-abiding citizen who
lives in growing fear for the safety of his
family and himself. The majority of
the Supreme Court Justices, in cloaking
themselves in their judicial robes, seem
to have forgotten this. It is time for
them to realize that, as someone once
said, “A halo does not have to fall very
far to become a noose.” And the Su-
preme Court’s halo is rapidly helping to
fashion a noose about the throat of our
law-abiding citizens.

The purpose of this Nation as set forth
in the preamble to the Constitution is
to “establish justice, insure domestic
tranquility, provide for the common de-
fense, promote general welfare, and se-
cure the blessings of liberty to ourselves
and our posterity.”

When our forefathers thought of es-
tablishing justice, I am sure they meant
justice for all and not a tenuous justice
for the habitual transgressor. In the
early days of our country, those who did
not abide by the law were punished and
punished severely. The Constitution
was a document of realism, and I am sure
the framers would be appalled to see it
used today as a shield for lawbreakers.

We all know, consideration is being
given to proposing an amendment fo the
Constitution to override and clarify cer-
tain Supreme Court decisions, I think
it is shameful that the legislative branch
must consider taking such a drastic step
merely because our Supreme Court will
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not listen to the prevailing public senti-
ment.

My feelings, I believe, are vindicated
by the report of the President’s Commis-
sion on Law Enforcement and Adminis-
tration of Justice in the chapter on “The
Police.” The Commission comments
that—

Standard police procedures that are more
intrusive have, during the last 30 years,
been Increasingly circumscribed by court
rulings. Personal and property searches and
the selzure of the evidence they yield, the
use of informants, the arrest of demonstra-
tors, and stationhouse detention and gques-
tioning of suspects have been more and more
rigorously measured by the courts against
the constitutional standards of due process,
right to counsel, probable cause, privilege
against self-incrimination, prompt present-
ment in court, and the rights of free speech
and peaceable assembly. ... It is evident that
every restriction that 1s placed on police
procedures by the courts—or anyone else—
makes deterring or solving crimes more dif-
ficult. However, 1t is also evident that police
procedures must be controlled some-
how. . . . Nevertheless many police officers
and cltizens believe that recent judicial
interpretations of the Constitution and
varlous statutes have unduly and inappro-
priately inhibited the work of the police
and so have made it harder for police to pro-
tect the public. Part of this feeling stems,
no doubt, from the sharp contrast between
the tense, fast-moving situations in which
policemen are called upon to make split-
second decisions, and the calm that prevalils
in the appellate courts while lawyers and
judges argue the merits of those decisions,
after having searched lawbooks for apposite
precedents. Another part of it results from
the fact that many of those court decislons
were made without the needs of law en-
forcement, and the police policies that are
designed to meet those needs, being effec-
tively presented to the court. If judges are
to balance accurately law enforcement needs
against human rights, the former must
be articulated. They seldom are. Few leg-
islatures and police administrators have de-
fined in detall how and under what condi-
tions certain police practices are to be used.
As a result, the courts often must rely ex-
clusively on intuition and common sense in
judging what kinds of police action are
reasonable or necessary, even though their
decisions about the actions of one police offi-
cer can restrict police activity in the entire
Nation,

The Commission also makes reference
to the case of Miranda against Arizona,
which prohibited by a 5-to-4 decision, the
questioning of a suspect in custody
unless counsel is present or the sub-
ject expressly waives his rights to coun-
sel. The Commission reported that it be-
lieved it is too early to assess the effect
of the Miranda decision on law enforce-
ment’s ability to secure confessions and
to solve crimes.

But—

The Commission added—

This and other decisions do represent a
trend toward findings by the judiciary that
previously permitted police practices are un-
constitutionally offensive to the dignity and
integrity of private citizens. The need for
legislative and administrative policies to
guide police through the changing world of
permissible activity is pressing. . . . If the
present trend continues, it is quite likely
that some current investigative practices and
procedures thought by police to be proper
and effective will be held to be unconstitu-
tional or subjected to restrictive rules.
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I think it is vital to note also that four
distinguished members of the Commis-
sion felt compelled to add a supplemental
statement to the Commission’'s report
which was concurred in by three other
equally distinguished Commission mem-
bers. In this addendum, the Commis-
sion members said:

There is a serlous question, now being in-
creasingly posed by jurists and scholars
whether some of these (constitutional) rights
have been interpreted and enlarged by (Su-
preme) Court decision to the point where
they now seriously affect the dellcate hal-
ance between the rights of the individual
and those of soclety. Or, putting the ques-
tion differently, whether the scales have tilted
in favor of the accused and agalnst law en-
forcement and the public further than the
best interest of the country permits. . ..
Whatever the reason, the trend of decisions
strikingly has been towards strengthening
the rights of accused persons and limiting
the powers of law enforcement. It isa trend
which has accelerated rapidly at a time when
the nation is deeply concerned with its ap~
parent inability to deal successfully with
the problem of crime. We think the results
must be taken into account in any mobiliza-
tion of soclety’s resources to confront this
problem. . . . We are passing through a
phase in our history of understandable, yet
unprecedented, concern with the rights of ac-
cused persons. This has been welcomed as
long overdue in many areas. But the time
has come for a like concern for the rights of
citizens to be free from criminal molestation
of their persons and property. In many re-
spects, the victims of crime have been the
forgotten men of our soclety—inadequately
protected, generally uncompensated, and the
object of relatively little attention by the
public at large. Mr. Justice White has sald:
*“The most basic function of any government
is to provide for the security of the indi-
vidual and of his property.” Unless this
function is adequately discharged, society it-
self may well become so disordered that all
rights and liberties will be endangered.

These members of the Commission call
for the achievement of three essential
ends: First, an adequate opportunity
must be provided the police for interro-
gation at the scene of the crime, during
investigations and at the stationhouse,
with appropriate safeguards to prevent
abuse; second, the legitimate place of
voluntary confessions in law enforce-
ment must be reestablished and their use
made dependent upon meeting due proc-
ess standards of voluntariness; and,
third, provision must be made for com-
ment on the failure of an accused to take
the stand, and also for reciprocal discov-
ery in eriminal cases.

Pointing out that the Constitution
contemplates amendment and that no
part of it should be so sacred that it re-
mains beyond review, the Commission
concludes:

If, as now appears likely, a constitutional
amendment is required to strengthen law
enforcement in these respects, the American

people should face up to the need and under-
take necessary action without delay.

To which I say amen.

These are not the thoughts of individ-
uals unfamiliar with the laws of our land
nor of people inexperienced in dealing
with the criminal element. They are
some of the most distinguished people of
our time, and I ask unanimous consent
to have their identities and backgrounds
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, the philosophy expressed by
these authorities was advanced some
time ago by former Attorney General
Nicholas deB. Katzenbach who, on De-
cember 3, 1964, said;

It is not necessary to dismiss anyone who
believes in the rights of the individual as
a coddler of criminals. Nor is it necessary
to dismiss one who believes in strict law en-
forcement as a cop-lover or a sadist. The
alms of each side should be aims of both. . . .
One thing I can say is that we have no right
to continue to leave the issue as murky, no
matter how passionately murky, as it is. To
do so is to pass the buck, and the place the
buck stops is with the policeman. While
we, on the plateau, may argue, it is the
policeman, on the spot, who must try to sort
out all that philosophy. It is he who must,
in the heat of the moment, make a decision
to which devoted judges may later devote
g,s%s of deliberation—and even then divide,

4,

It is the responsibility of the U.8. Su-
preme Court to interpret the Constitu-
tion and the Bill of Rights. According
to the dictionary, interpret means first, to
explain or tell the meaning of; translate;
elucidate; and, second, to construe in the
light of individual belief, judgment, or
interest.

No right-thinking American would
wish that the meaning of the Constitu-
tion be distorted to give aid immorally to
a certain segment of society. At the
same time, no right-thinking American
can afford to tolerate for long a series of
judicial interpretations which jeopardize
the law-abiding citizens of our society.
There is no question but that the Su-
preme Court's decisions have been in-
fluenced by the tenor of the times in
yvears gone by. It would seem, however,
that its decisions today are completely
out of consonance with the Constitu-
tion’s promises of domestie tranquillity,
general welfare, and the blessings of
liberty.

Our Government was built upon the
foundation of separation of powers—the
executive, the legislative, and the judi-
cial. While this separation is essential
to the durability of our Republic, I feel
it is time that the executive and the
judiciary interpret for the Supreme
Court the full meaning of the fear that
pervades our civilization today as it be-
comes more infiltrated by hordes of
criminals.

I believe that the President should
recognize and publicly identify appellate
and Supreme Court decisions as major
contributing factors to the increase in
lawlessness.

His Commission has clearly set forth
the impact of these decisions upon the
attitudes of criminals and the ability of
the police to carry out their duties. And
in ignoring these admonitions, I believe
he has committed an oversight of great
magnitude.

I believe that my colleagues in this
body should make every effort to gage
the desires of their constituents and then
legislate accordingly.

It is well known that I am a supporter
of effective law enforcement, and I be-
lieve our police agencies can take heart
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in the proposals made by President
Johnson and echoed in the Senate and
the House to provide the wherewithal in
order that they might function to the
highest degree of efficiency. While the
furnishing of material benefits should
certainly provide our police with a stimu-
lus, I do think that we would accomplish
even more by showing the individual
police officer that his Nation is behind
him in his efforts to curb lawlessness.
While we may give him the most sophis-
ticated devices of detection, communica-
tion and transportation, he still cannot
do his job unless spiritual support ex-
tends throughout all echelons of govern-
ment.

In yet another portion of the Presi-
dent’s message, I detect a paradox. His

on and his message call for
better trained and better educated law
enforcement officers with constantly
higher educational requirements being
made for recruits.

At the same time, the President asks
for uniformed ““community service offi-
cers” who would maintain close relations
with people in their areas and be alert to
potentially dangerous areas that should
be brought to the attention of other city
agencies for prompt action. These offi-
cers, according fo the President’s recom-~
mendation, might not meet conventional
educational requirements; they might
even have had minor encounters with
the law as teenagers. In my conversa-
tions with police authorities, I find little
agreement with this approach. Already,
the police are saddled with too many
sociological responsibilities which should
be handled by welfare agencies. This is
no time to start diluting the growing
professionalism of police work by hiring
officers who are below standard in char-
acter and education. This activity, I
feel, should rightfully repose in welfare
agencies and our police should be left
the job of enforcing the law and prevent-
ing crime. In closing, I should like to
dispel a fear which seems to be the rally-
ing cry in the ultraliberal camp. And
that is the fear that the police have be-
come too powerful. I do not believe that
this is so, and I believe they can never
be when one considers the various safe-
guards which characterize our modern-
day society. Even so, I believe that the
individual police officer today is a better
man than he ever was before.

The police of this country have a Law
Enforcement Code of Ethies. Its first
paragraph states:

As a Law Enforcement Officer, my funda-
mental duty is to serve mankind; to safe-
guard lives and property; to protect the in-
nocent against deception, the weak against
oppression or intimidation, and the peaceful
against violence or disorder; and to respect
the Constitutional rights of all men to lib-
erty, equality and justice.

I believe that the police as a group are
no better or no worse than men in any
other fleld of honest endeavor. But, I
believe the majority of them adhere to
this code, and I believe that, in a Re-
public such as ours, those who do not
shall quickly be brought to light.

I believe that, with the proper sup-
port, the police can and will do their job;
but that, if this support flags, if through
unrealistic treatment of the police we
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terrorize the officer rather than instill re-
spect for law in the lawbreaker, a chaos—
of which we have already seen the be-
ginnings right here in the Nation's Capi-
tal—will engulf us all

ExmHIBIT 1

AUTHORS OF SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT TO
THE CoOMMISSION REPORT

Leon Jaworksi—Houston, Tex,; attorney,
senior partner, Fulbright, Crooker, Freeman,
Bates & Jaworski; U.S. Army, Colonel, Chief,
War Crimes Trial Section, European Theater,
Legion of Merit, 1942-46; President, Houston
Bar Assoclation, 1949; President, Texas Civil
Judicial Council, 1951-562; President, Ameri-
can College of Trial Lawyers, 1961-62; Presi-
dent, Texas Bar Association, 1962-63; Special
Assistant U.S. Attorney General, 1962-85;
Special Counsel, Attorney General of Texas,
1963-65; Executive Committee, Southwestern
Legal Foundation; Trustee, Houston Legal
Foundation; Fellow, American Bar Founda-
tion; U.8. Member, Permanent (Internation-
al) Court of Arbitration; Member, National
Science Commission; Chalrman, Governor’'s
Committee on Public School Education, State
of Texas.

Ross L. Malone—Roswell, N, Mex.; attorney,
partner, Atwood & Malone; U.S. Navy, Lieu-
tenant Commander, 1942-46; Deputy Attor-
ney General of the United States, 1952-53;
President, American Bar Assoclation, 1958-
59; President, American Bar Foundation;
Trustee, Southwestern Legal Foundation;
Council, American Law Institute; Board of
Regents, American College of Trial Lawyers;
Board of Trustees, Southern Methodist Uni-
versity.

Lewis Franklin Powell, Jr—Richmond, Va.;
attorney, partner, Hunton, Willlams, Gay,
Powell & Gibson; U.S. Army Air Force, Col-
onel awarded Legion of Merit, Bronze Star,
Croix de Guerre With Palms, 1942-46; Mem-
ber, Virginia State Board of Education,
1961- ; President, American Bar Assocla-
tlon, 1964-65; Trustee, Washington and Lee
University and Hollis College; Board of Re-
gents, American College of Trial Lawyers;
Vice President, American Bar Foundation;
Trustee and General Counsel, Colonial Wil-
liamsburg, Inc.

Robert Gerald Storey—Dallas, Tex.; attor-
ney, partner, Storey, Armstrong & Steger; Phi
Beta Kappa, Order fo Colf; U.S, Army, 1st
Lieutenant, 1918-19, Colonel, Bronze Star,
Leglon of Merit, 1941-45; Assistant Attorney
General, State of Texas, 1921-23; Executive
Trial Counsel for the United States, trial of
major Axis war criminals, N , Leglon
of Honor (France), 1945-46; Dean, Southern
Methodist University Law School, 1947-59;
President, Texas Bar Asaoclstlon, 1948—49;
President, American Bar Association, 1952-
53; Member, Hoover Commission, 1953-55;
President, Inter-American Bar Association,
1954-1966; American Bar Association Gold
Medal, 1956; Vice Chairman, U.S. Civil Rights
Commission, 1857-63; President, Southwest-
ern Legal Foundation,

CONCURRING COMMISSION MEMBERS

Garrett H. Byrne—Boston, Mass.; attorney,
Distriet Attorney, Suffolk Ootmty, Mass.;
Member, Massachusetts House of Representa-
tives, 1924-28; President, National District
Attorneys Association, 1963-64; President,
Massachusetts District Attorneys Assoclation,
1963-64; President, National District Attor-
neys Foundation,

Thomas J. Cahill—San Francisco, Calif.;
Chief of Police, S8an Francisco; entered San
Francisco Police Department as patrolman,
1942; Big Brother of the Year Award, 1964;
Liberty Bell Award, San Francisco Bar Asso-
ciation, 19656; Vice President, International
Association of Chiefs of Police, 1963- ;
Chairman, Advisory Committee to the Gov-
ernor on the Law Enforcement Section of
the Disaster Office of the State of California;
Chalirman, Advisory Committee to the School
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of Criminology, City College, San Franeisco;
Member, National Advisory Committee, Na-
tional Center on Police-Community Rela-
tions, Michigan State University.

Thomas C, Lynch—San Francisco, Calif.;
Attorney General, State of California; Assist-
ant U.S. Attorney, 1933-42; Chief Assistant
U.S, Attorney, 1943-51; District Attorney, San
Francisco, Calif., 1951-64; Fellow, American
College of Trial Lawyers; Advisory Committee
on Prearraignment Code, American Law In-
stitute.

CONGRESS SHOULD NOT ENACT 6
PERCENT SURTAX—SHOULD RE-
STORE INVESTMENT CREDIT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
evidence that the Congress should not
enact the 6 percent surtax and should
restore promptly the investment credit
grows daily.

Consider this morning’s Wall Street
Journal. I refer to the first four items
in the column under the heading “Busi-
ness and Finance.” Let me quote from
those items, because they call our atten-
tion to the state of the Nation's economy.

The first item reads:

Rail-equipment makers report incoming
orders for freight cars and locomotives have
practically halted, largely as a result of last
year's suspension of the 7% tax credit for
new equipment purchases, Recent surveys
indicate the industry’s backlog has fallen by
$1,250,000,000, or 80%, from & year earller.
Although equipment companies are still
running at full tilt, the months ahead spell
sagging operations unless the carriers re-
sume buying. Rallroads and their suppliers
are banding together in the hope of winning,
at the earliest possible date, reinstatement
of the tax credit, currently slated for restora-
tion next Jan. 1.

The second item reads:

Machine tool orders last month fell 239
from December and 37% from January 1966.
Order cancellations rose 43% from December
and were three times the year-earlier rate,
Incoming business has shown no improve-
ment this month, tool bullders said. Some
industry sources called for prompt restora-
tion of the 79 investment tax credit to
stem the downtrend in tool buying.

The third item reads:

Steel buying for April delivery is lagging
behind the month-ago rate of orders for ship-
ment in March. The slowdown reverses the
traditional trend. Because of seasonal de-
mand, the second quarter usually shapes up
as the strongest of the year for the steel in-
dustry. Most mills blame slow business from
auto makers for the less-than-expected ad-
vance bookings.

The fourth item reads:

The auto sales slump is deepening, execu-
tives of the Industry’s top companles con-
cede. Assembling in Chicago for the annual
midwinter auto show, these officials revised
downward thelr sales forecasts; most blamed
severe winter weather for depressing retail
deliveries recently to the lowest rate in five
years. Many predicted sales in the 1867
model year could skid to 8.3 million, includ-
ing imports, down nearly 99; from 1066-
model volume.

Under these circumstances, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is clear that the continuation
of the suspension of the investment
credit will hurt American business, slow
down the growth of our economy, and
very possibly increase unemployment.

There never was any price stabiliza-
tion argument for suspending the in-
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vestment credit. Inflation was never
serious in the industries affected by in-
vestment in plant and egquipment, and
the slowdown in the growth of this sec-
tor of the economy so vital to our growth
has been very great, indeed.

Finally, Mr. President, whatever case
there had been for a tax increase is dis-
appearing like snow in a hot oven on a
July day in Washington as returns come
in, showing the status of American busi-
ness.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle from the Wall Street Journal of
today to which I have referred be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

BUSINESS AND FINANCE

Rail-equipment makers report incoming
orders for freight cars and locomotives have
practically halted, largely as a result of last
year's suspension of the 7% tax credit for
new equipment purchases. Recent surveys
indicate the industry’s backlog has fallen by
$1,250,000,000, or 80%, from a year earlier.
Although equipment companies are still run-
ning at full tilt, the months ahead spell
sagging operations unless the carriers resume
buying. Rallroads and their suppliers are
banding together in the hope of winning, at
the earliest possible date, reinstatement of
the tax credit, currently slated for restoration
next Jan. 1.

Machine tool orders last month fell 23%
from December and 37% from January 1966.
Order cancellations rose 43% from December
and were three times the year-earlier rate,
Incoming business has shown no improve-
ment this month, tool bullders said. Some
industry sources called for prompt restora-
tion of the 7% investment tax credit to stem
the downtrend in tool buying.

Steel buying for April delivery is lagging
behind the month-ago rate of orders for
shipment in March. The slowdown reverses
the traditional trend. Because of seasonal
demand, the second guarter usually shapes
up as the strongest of the year for the steel
industry. Most mills blame slow business
from auto makers for the less-than-expected
advance bookings.

The auto sales slump is deepening, execu-
tives of the industry’s top companies con-
cede. Assembling in Chicago for the annual
midwinter auto show, these officials revised
downward their sales forecasts; most blamed
severe winter weather for depressing retail
dellveries recently to the lowest rate in five
years, Many predicted sales in the 1867
model year could skid to 8.3 million, includ-
ing imports, down nearly 9% from 1966~
model volume.

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE TO
STUDY IMPACT OF VIETNAM WAR

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, the
New York Times reports this morning an
exceedingly interesting policy of the De-
fense Department in scheduling produc-
tlon and inventory in military supply to
ease the economy’s transition to peace
when it comes in Vietnam.

Whatever can be said for this policy
from a military standpoint, and I leave
that to the military experts in the Sen-
ate, it can be a significant and helpful
economic policy.

It would mean that the kind of jolt the
economy suffered after Korea would not
be felt this time.

But it stresses once again, Mr, Presi-
dent, the great desirability of a congres-
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sional investigation of the full impact of

the Vietnam war on our economy and

what we can do in a myriad of ways to
adjust to its escalation or deescalation in
terms of manpower, tax adjustments,

Federal programs, and so forth.

I hope that the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, of which I am chairman, may be
able to undertake this kind of a study
in the near future. The results could be
useful to the Congress in adjusting to
what is becoming one of the biggest and
most significant economic facts of life—
the Vietnam war.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle from this morning’s New York
Times be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

U.S. GeEars OUTPUT TO THE WAR'S ENp—DE-
FENSE DEPARTMENT SEEEs To Avoip Pro-
pucrioN SLumMP AFTER CONFLICT IN VIET-
NAM—19563-54 RECESSION CITED—EKOREAN
APTERMATH RECALLED—MILITARY ORDERS
LINKED TO INVENTORY POSITIONS

(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, Feb, 26.—The Defense De-
partment is scheduling production and in-
ventory of military items in a manner de-
signed to prevent a sharp drop in production
when the war in Vietnam ends.

The policy was disclosed recently by
Secretary of Defense Robert 8. McNamara.

If it works as planned, there will not be
a repetition of the Korean experience, when
a precipitous decline in defense orders and
production as the war ended helped bring
on the 1953-54 recession.

POLICY EXPLAINED

However, the policy also means that de-
fense expenditures will continue high,
though they probably will drift gently down-
ward, for many quarters after hostilities
cease.

Thus, there will not be Immediate avail-
ability of vast sums for domestic or tax cuts.

The new policy is based on the principle
that inventories can be safely allowed to run
down for items that are now in assembly-
line production—ranging from bombs to air-
planes.

Then, when peace comes, production can
continue for the rebuilding of inventory.

Mr, McNamara described the policy in the
following terms at a recent news conference:

“As you might expect, when the production
lines are moving, we are able to meet our
worldwide requirements with a lower inven-
tory level than is required in peacetime, when
many of the production lines are down.

“We had the option open to us of bulld-
ing our wartime inventories to the level re-
quired for peacetime—a high inventory—or
holding them at the lower levels consistent
with the moving production lines of the
present. We have decided to hold them
down.” c

PEAKS AND VALLEYS

The purpose, he sald, 1s “to avold large
peaks and subsequent valleys.”

As an example, he cited air ordnance, such
as bombs.

The peacetime Inventory requirement is
one million tons. Current inventorles how-
ever, have been run down to 600,000 tons.

Production 1s at a level that meets or ex-
ceeds current wartime consumption, rather
than being built up to its maximum ca-
pability.

Then, when the war ends, in Mr. Mc-
Namara's words, “we can taper off our alr
ordnance production, instead of precipitously
calling it to a halt.”

He cited other areas in which the same
policy is being followed, such as alrcraft,
helicopters and ground ordnance.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The aim is both to reduce pressure on the
economy, where the danger until recently
was overheating, and to avoid “precipitous
declines” when peace comes.

SENATE RATIFICATION OF HUMAN
RIGHTS CONVENTIONS WILL EN-
ABLE UNITED STATES TO CELE-
BRATE 1968 AS INTERNATIONAL
HUMAN RIGHTS YEAR

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
General Assembly of the United Nations
has designated 1968 as International
Human Rights Year. Nineteen hundred
and sixty-eight was selected because it
marks the 20th anniversary of the adop-
tion of the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights in 1948.

Twenty-two years ago in San Fran-
cisco President Truman forcefully ex-
pressed this Nation’s deep commitment
to the fledgling United Nations efforts
toward establishing universal human
rights, when he said:

Under this document (the Charter) we
have good reason to expect the framing of an
international Bill of Rights, acceptably to all
the nations Involved. That Bill of Rights
will be as much a part of international life
as our own Bill of Rights is a part of our
Constitution. The Charter is dedicated to
the achlevement and observance of human
rights and freedoms, and unless we can at-
tain these objectives for all men and wom-
en everywhere—without regard to race, lan-
guage, or religlon—we cannot have per-
manent peace and securlty.

As was so frequently the case during
his Presidency, Harry Truman, by these
words at San Francisco, demonstrated
himself to be a sage prophet.

President Truman, a full 22 years ago,
recognized that elementary truth about
international relations: Unless mankind
is able to establish and guarantee uni-
versal human rights for all men, man-
kind will be unable to establish and
guarantee permanent peace among all
men.

Since 1948, the United States has
made remarkable domestic progress in
the guaranteeing of basic human rights
to all our citizens. It is a record of
progress in which all of us can take real
pride and justifiable satisfaetion.

Unfortunately, this Nation’s record in-
ternationally in the field of human
rights has been as bad as our domestic
accomplishments have been good. Of
the four Human Rights Conventions—
forced labor, genocide, political rights of
women, and slavery—all drafted with
U.S. assistance and adopted by U.S. per-
sistence—the Senate has failed to ratify
a single one.

Why? Iam ata loss to understand the
Senate’s indifference or to explain the
Senate's inaction. This same chamber
which saw the enactment of two mem-
orable human rights bills in 1964 and
1965 has recorded only deafening silence
on the equally important question of
universal human rights.

As of today, only nine nations, Bo-
livia, Maldives, Paraguay, Spain, Togo,
Union of South Africa, Uruguay, Yemen,

.and the United States have failed to

ratify a single one of these four conven-
tions. This is an exclusive group in
which I for one, do not covet American
membership.
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International Human Rights Year is
only 9 months away. The Senate, and
the Senate alone, can enable the United
States to observe fittingly International
Human Rights Year. This Nation and
people everywhere will be able to cele-
brate when the Senate ratifies the Hu-
man Rights Conventions on foreed labor,
genocide, political rights of women, and
slavery.

STREETS OF MILWAUKEE STILL
THE SAFEST IN UNITED STATES

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
this day when so many brickbats are
thrown at our cities, and especially at
the police departments of our ecities, it
is good to have something favorable and
constructive to report.

I am proud to announce that recently
Milwaukee, Wis., was found by the Na-
tional Safety Council to have the safest
streets in the Nation for both drivers and
pedestrians. This was the third straight
year Milwaukee has won this honor.

In spite of the growth in population,
the immense increase in auto travel, the
great increase in speed, and the tragic
acceleration of death from traffic acei-
dents, Milwaukee kept her fatalities in
1966 at the same low level as in 1965.

As the senior Senator from Wisconsin,
I am very proud of this excellent Mil-
waukee record, and I ask unanimous
consent to include in the CoONGRESSIONAL
Recorp excerpts from an article in the
Milwaukee Journal reporting this great
Milwaukee achievement.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

STREETS OF MILWAUKEE STILL THE SAFEST

IN UNITED STATES

Pedestrians and drivers were safer in Mil-
waukee in 1966 than in any other United
States city of comparable size, the Natlonal
Safety Council reported Thursday. It was
the third consecutive year. that the city has
ranked first,

There were 64 traffic deaths in Milwaukee
last year, the same number as in 1965.. The
death rate in 1066 was 2.1 persons for every
10,000 registered vehicles.

The safety council based its death rate
computation on 62 deaths in 1966, a figure
which did not include two more deaths early
in 1967 from injuries received in 1966 acci-
dents, according to the Milwaukee safety
commission.

Second in the 750,000 to 1,000,000 popula-
tlon class was San Francisco, with a rate of
2.7 and 87 deaths. St. Louis was third with
3.1 and 93, followed, in order, by Washing-
ton, Dallas, Baltimore and Cleveland.

Traffic deaths nationally set a record with
52,500 killed, a 7% Iincrease over 1965.

TRUTH IN LENDING

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
February 17 the Woman’s Wear Daily
published two articles on the truth in
lending bill. One article reported that
several retail department store executives
felt that they could live with the present
version of the truth in lending bill.
Mr. Frank G. Gillett, chairman of the
board of Bullock’s Department Store in
Los Angeles, was quoted as saying in
regard to the truth-in-lending bill, “I
g:n't think it will make much difference

.us'l’

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent that the entire article be inserted in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

RETAILERS WAIT AND SEE oN CONSUMER
PACKAGE

Initial top retail reaction in Washington to
the President's consumer message generally is
unenthusiastic. That puts it mildly.

The proposed truth-in-lending law is a
“misnomer,” an official of Julius Garfinckel
& Co. said. “I don’t think any of us object
to truth-in-lending, but the Douglas bill
would have been impossible to operate under.
The public is entitled to full credit dis-

closure . . . we have no reason for not want-
ing that known . . . but the bills have been
unworkable.”

In agreement was a Woodward & Lothrop
executive, who said: “I don’t think anyone
objects to this type of legislation provided
it can be handled in an intelligent way .. .
if not confusing. This has been the stum-
bling block so far. The way it has been pro-
posed up to this point, it would have caused
too much confusion.”

James Michaux, Washington representative
for Pederated Department Stores, noted Presi-
dent Johnson this year first called for clear
and honest expression of credit costs in his
State of the Unlon message.

“We agree with President Johnson In
principle,” Mr. Michaux said.

Retallers in Los Angeles reacted cautiously
to the President’s proposed legislation, gen-
erally begging off on commenting until they
had time to study the salient points.

However, on the one familiar point, truth
in lending, there seems to be an acceptance
that some sort of credit disclosure bill
eventually will be accepted and they must
learn to live with it.

“I don't think it will make much differ-
ence to us,” observed Bullock's chairman
Frank G. Gillett. He felt consumers
wouldn't react much differently if credit
costs were spelled out in dollars rather than
in monthly percentages, as they are now
commonly done in California.

In New York, Melvin Dawley, president,
Lord & Taylor, said, “I haven't had an op-
portunity to read the President's proposals
yet, but I don’'t think any legitimate re-
tailer will be adversely affected by them,
since they have been using truth-in-lending
for many years, and their customers know
what they are being charged in Interest. I
am also sure that we are not selling any
products that are harmful or dangerous,
and we would not sell them even if there
were not laws prohibiting such sales.”

The President's truth package isn't aimed
at legitimate retailers and will not add to
their woes, is the opinion of top Philadelphia
store officials. They declined to be quoted
by name.

It was called “an attempt to weed out
chiselers” that will affect the reputable store
only “in the gigantic task of additional
work that represents an unneeded welfare
program for another segment of the popula-
tion.”

Leading Chicago retail officlals deferred
comment on the proposals to Congress.

Spokesmen for both Sears, Roebuck and
Montgomery Ward indicated their companies
would have no officlal comment.

THE PROPOSED BIG THICKET NA-
TIONAL PARK—A BOTANICAL
HAVEN

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
on February 12 attention was once again
focused on the unique biological area of
east Texas called the Big Thicket. In
an article which appeared in the Austin
American-Statesman, Miss Hazel Green

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

reminded her readers that 400,000 acres
are all that remain of a natural estate
once encompassing millions of acres and
still containing countless examples of
wildlife and vegetation that once
flourished in abundance in this part of
the world. She states that the Big
Thicket is the home of hundreds of vari-
eties of animals, birds, and reptiles; fungi
that are unknown, unnamed, and un-
classified; and 2,000 classified shrubs,
plants, and trees, including holly trees
that grow taller and more perfect than
anywhere else in the world, reaching up
to 13 feet in diameter. It is almost un-
believable to note that four out of the five
carnivorous plants known in the world
call the Big Thicket their native home.

As in all the correspondence I have
received regarding the Big Thicket, this
article repeats the notes of urgency
which prompted me to introduce a bill
to preserve the treasures of the Big
Thicket in the form of a national
park—S. 4. I share the concern of
many conservation groups and individ-
uals who want the Big Thicket of east
Texas preserved for this generation and
those which follow, and I reecho the
hope of these same people that curfew
will not ring for this living symbol of a
bygone era which nature so painstakingly
joined together and which man with his
quest for progress is so mercilessly at-
tempting to destroy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article by Miss Hazel Green
on the Big Thicket published in the Aus-
tin American-Statesman of February 12,
1967, be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

NaTURE TrAILS
(By the Travis Audubon Soclety)

Our great big beautiful State of Texas,
about 170 million diversified acres, can boast
of only less than a million acres devoted to
park land (only about 60,000 acres of which
are state park lands). We are on the verge
of having two magnificent national parks in
two unique areas: The Guadalupe Moun-
tains area, which has already passed the
Congress and been signed by the President,
with £12%; million appropriated for develop-
ment, but which now must pass the Texas
Legislature; and the Big Thicket area, cov-
ered by Bill S. 4 Introduced by Sen. Yar-
borough Jan. 11.

When he introduced this bill covering 75,-
000 acres, Sen. Yarborough sald: "The top
item on my conservation agenda for Texas
now becomes the conservation and preserva-
tion of a portion of the Big Thicket, a unique
area. . .. In the Texas Gulf coastal plain...."”

At one time the Big Thicket covered mil-
lions of acres in 12 counties, which in pre-

‘historic times were covered by an arm of the

Gulf of Mexico, and washed at times by
flood waters of the Mississippl River. This
ultimately created an area of rich alluvial
soils which receives an annual rainfall of
from 45 to 50 inches. Now it s a mere rem-
nant of its original vast pristine glory—
about 400,000 acres in five counties—Liberty,
Polk, Tyler, San Jacinto and Hardin. Those
who know about these things and the rapid
destruction and despoliation going on day by
day, say there won't be any Big Thicket 10
years from now.

A forest jungle of approximately 2,000
square miles, the home of more than 2,000
classified trees, plants, shrubs; hundreds of
animals, hundreds of varietles of birds and
snakes; many alligators, turtles, frogs, moths,
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butterflies and dragon flies of spectacular
beauty; lichens of infinite and striking va-
riety; fungl that are unknown, unnamed
and unclassified, and around 300 varieties of
mosses—that is the Big Thicket. Of the five
carnivorous plants known in the world, four
are native here. There are even beech trees;
and holly trees that grow taller and more
perfect than anywhere else in the world, and
up to 18 feet in diameter.

The only Indian reservation in Texas is
located on the northern edge—about 4,009
acres now reserved for the Alabama-Cous-
hatta Indians.

Here is another unique paradise of Amer-
ica and Texas that will be lost to the world
forever if we don't all lend our support to
saving more of what's left. Many biological-
ly, geologically and historically significant
areas of the Big Thicket are already lost.

We should write Sen. Yarborough, Secre-
tary Stewart Udall, and our U.S. Congress-
men that we endorse this bill. The Texas
House of Representatives has endorsed the
bill by a vote of 139 to 0.

—HazeL C. GREEN.

BUILDING AMERICA UNDER PRES-
IDENT JOHNSON: AFL-CIO RE-
COUNTS FABULOUS PROGRESS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
in an age of rapid change and rising hu-
man expectations, the Nation and its
representatives often forget the accom-
plishments of yesterday as they debate
the promise of tomorrow.

We in the 90th Congress should never
forget that the programs we debate and
approve will be built on the foundations
of one of the greatest social and eco-
nomic records ever proposed by an ad-
ministration and enacted by any Con-
gress of the United States. i

I am pleased, therefore, to present
a statement by the executive council of
the highly respected American Federa-
tion of Labor-Congress of Industrial Or-
ganizations on the social progress
achieved by our country under the far-
seeing leadership of President Johnson,
adopted February 22, 1967.

The statement reads as follows:

America 1s now beginning to reap the har-
vest of the great social legislation advanced
by the Johnson administration and adopted
by the 89th Congress.

It is a record unsurpassed in any period
of democratic government. We are proud
of the role played by the AFL-CIO, which
initiated the fight for many of these pro-
grams and which actively supported them
in the Congress.

On the first’ of February, the new mini-
mum wage bill—the most effective anti-
poverty legislation yet—became law. With
that new bill, nine million more Americans
galned the protection and benefits of that
law, One billion dellars a year of new pur-
chasing power was pumped into the econ-
omy.

The record of social progress during the
Johnson Administration extends into many
other broad areas of constructive action, for
the welfare of all Americans:

1. Three million older Americans have re-
ceived hospital care and 514 million have re-
ceived physicians’ services under medicare
just through January 31.

2. More than 19 million older Americans
are protected under the hospital insurance
part of medicare; and 174 million have also
signed up for supplementary medical in-
surance.

3. An additional million persons are re-
celving Social Security benefits today, as a
result of the 1965 and 1966 amendments,
who would otherwise not be receiving any
benefits,
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4. All 23 million Social Security benefici-
aries are receiving monthly case benefits at
least seven percent higher as a result of the
1965 amendments.

5. The Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act is helping more than 8 million dis-
advantaged children through special pro-
grams in over 17,000 communities.

6. Library books, text books and other
educational materials have been provided
for 40 million school children and two mil-
lion teachers under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education act.

7. More than 185,000 needy college stu-
dents are belng helped to continue thelr
education through the new program of edu-
cational opportunity grants initiated last
fall, and 190,000 students who could not
otherwise afford to go to college are being
alded through part-time jobs under the col-
lege work-study program.

8. Measles vaceine for 414 million children
has been made available to state and local
health agencies under the 1965 amendments
to the Vaccination Assistance act.

9. During the last four years there has
been a 9.3 billion, 72% expansion in Federal
programs which directly combat poverty and
assist the poor. More than 1,000 local com-
munities have been mobilized for the war
on poverty.

10, More than one million needy children
have been helped by Head Start, Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps and other programs.

11, More than one million persons are cur-
rently recelving training and new avenues
of opportunity under manpower training and
development programs.

Satisfying as this record is, much more
remains to be done before America can
afford to pause on its march forward in the
soclal welfare field.

We are confident the President shares
that view. He has already asked the Con-

for broader programs and additional
legislation in this area. For ourselves, we
want to make this clear: the AFL-CIO will
be working day in and day out to achieve
the kind of soclety we seek—omne in which
insecurity, poverty and injustice no longer
exist in our land.

Nothing less is worthy of Amerlea.

That is a fine record, Mr. President.
As the AFL-CIO says, in part, the John-
son-congressional record is ‘“unsur-
passed in any period of democratic gov-
ernment.” That is a true statement of
fact. We all know it is true because we
were the indispensable partners in the
progress achieved in the last 2 years—
progress of which every man should be
proud, whatever party he represents.

The Nation’s largest labor organiza-
tion has rightfully called our attention to
the gigantic strides made in giving
greater economic protection to the work-
ingman; the increased numbers of poor
children now getting a better education;
the older citizens whose lives will be freer
from insecurity and doubt under medi-
care and expanded social security pro-
grams; the libraries, and taxtbooks which
will enlighten and shape the minds of
almost 50 million additional schoolchil-
dren; the needy college student now ad-
vancing up the great ladder of learning
because this Congress wanted it so; the
many health, welfare, and job tralnlng
programs which have been expanded.

These, the AFL-CIO executive couneil
has cited. They could have cited many
more. We who were here during those
thrilling days know that we proudly
joined our President in writing into law
measures to dignify the citizen, measures
which embody the full hopes and dreams
of a democratic society.
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But our work is not done. The AFL-
CIO rightly suggests the record is not
complete. No record for the people in a
democracy is ever complete. The Na-
tion, the Presidency, the Congress, our
society are living things constantly
growing. And so as we debate new pro-
grams and laws, and as we read of criti-
cism at home and abroad, let us remem-
ber that we are building today’s America
on the solid foundations of the accom-
plishments of the Johnson administra-
tion and the dynamic 89th Congress—the
Congress in which many of us had the
honor to serve. It is a record which
speaks for itself—a record in which we
take deep pride as legislators.

CAN ATLAS SHRUG?

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 16, I had the pleasant privilege of
speaking before the American affairs
meeting of the Los Angeles, Calif., chap-
ter of Hadassah. I ask unanimous con-
sent that a partial text of my comments
on that occasion be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the com-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CAN ATLAS SHRUG?

Today, the interests and the responsibili-
ties of our nation are ubiquitous. Often
it seems that America, llke Atlas, is holding
up all the world. We know the figure of the
man whose tired arms continually support
the earth, and whose load no one else will
share, even for a brief respite, I wonder if
Atlas would have seen the humor in the
Wordsworth phrase “The world is too much
with us; . ..” or, if he would have taken
it, as too many people do today, as an ironic
jab at the tragedy of our era.

Many Americans today have the same sort
of “trapped” feeling that Atlas must have
had. I am not referring to the young house-
wife or the middle-aged professional man,
but to every American who asks the ques-
tions: Where does it end? How far do we
go? What is our share in maintaining peace
and decent human order?

At the end of World War II, when what
remained of the whole human race was hor-
rified by the ravages of global conflict, like
a Phoenix from the ashes, there arose a
bright new confidence in a system of col-
lective security, of sharing risks, and of
Jointly confronting common dangers to world
peace. In the first instance, this hope gave
rise to the San Franclsco Charter of the
United Nations. It was followed by the
North Atlantlc Treaty Organization, as a
military defensive system against potential
Soviet aggression. Other agreements were
later made in almost every other region.
These arrangements were not only military
in character; they sought to find a basis for
first-step disarmament and for arms control
agreements, and to advance the cause of
peace through economic development, in an
over-all hoped for solution of the age-old ills
of man: pestilence, famine, and the despair
of forlorn poverty.

This was a bipartisan efflort. As a Repub-
lican, I recall with great pride one of my
illustrious predecessors, Arthur Vandenberg,
Senator from Michigan, who spoke out two
decades ago to bring to our country a clear
understanding that there must be an inter-
dependence among free peoples, that the
United States could not—ecan not—“go it
alone.” It was Vandenberg and the men
of the 81st Congress from both parties who
slammed the door on America’s outgrown
policy of isolation. But the great hopes for
world security, so bright in the aftermath of
World War II under men like Vandenberg,
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Winston Churchill, Dwight Eisenhower, and
John F. Kennedy, seem now to have been
shattered, and broken beyond repair.
France's De Gaulle, Egypt’s Nasser, Rhode-
sia’s Ian Smith, all refuse to accept the prin-
ciple that one people’s freedom is in pawn
to another’'s safety.

In this nuclear age no one natlon can
stand alone against all comers, Foreign pol-
icy for our republic assumes a transcendent
importance for the whole human race.

Once we lived in the secure protection of
two oceans and a large navy. Today, any
city on earth can be largely obliterated
within moments by the flick of a finger.
The order may come from either a reason-
ing or unreasoning mind.

Militarily, the United States is more power-
ful today than at any time in her history,
but she has less security than ever before.
That is the strange paradox of the nuclear
age. The discoverles of sclence, and the
streaking speeds of transportation and com-
munication with 12,000 miles per hour in-
tercontinental ballistic missiles have effec-
tively and permanently eliminated the idea
of living alone. Isolation is all gone.
Whether we like it or not, we are all, Russians
and Americans, Chinese and French, Israeli
and Arab, Germans and Japanese—ulti-
mately in hock to the reasoning process of
a relatively small number of people who con-
trol the levers of power in the nuclear
bastions of the so-called “Great Powers.”

There are those who defend freedom, those
who oppose, and those, hypnotized by dated
ideologies, who have never been given a
chance to know the difference. I believe
those who believe in freedom vastly out-
number all the others.

All nations who value their independence
have a common interest in and a responsibil-
ity for the defense of the free world. But,
today our system of collective security, so
hopefully unvelled, is in a sad state of
disrepair.

As a conseqguence, enormous burdens have
been heaped on the shoulders of the Amer-
lcan people by the events of the last few
years. Some 400,000 troops have been com-
mitted to the defense of South Vietnam.
The United States and her allles in Asia
carry on this costly conflict without any
substantial help from our allies in Europe,
who nevertheless, continue to benefit from
the protection of the American nuclear de-
fense forces—to say nothing of their eco-
nomiec resuscitation by our economy at the
close of the Second World War.

There Is a major threat to world peace
from the madness now sweeping through
Communist China, which approaches a glant
Internal convulsion., And this occurs while
they continue to make strides towards an
intercontinental nuclear force of their own.

The Soviet Union, which has at times
shown some signs of coming to reason, con-
tinues, alas, to withhold her support from
the peacekeeping efforts of the United Na-
tions. This single fact, more than any other,
has prevented us from taking further steps
in establishing a sound international peace-
keeping arrangement in that body.

Effectlve peacekeeping machinery cannot
be built without help from all major powers,
something which we do not have. Funda-
mental to any stabilization among the great
powers ls an understanding that no one
nation may—or can—hope to benefit from
initlating a nuclear conflict. In this situa-
tion, nothing is more vital than maintenance
of a mutually acceptable halt to the 20-year
old nuclear arms race.

On November 11, 1966, the Secretary of
Defense gave the first confirmation by our
government that the Soviet Union has begun
to build a new defense system around one
or more of its major cities, composed at
least in part of Anti-Ballistic Missiles. We
do not know everything about the capabil-
ities of Soviet weapons. But we have grave
apprehensions about this development, and
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about its implications for the continuity
of the human race.

The Soviet action, taken in secrecy, gravely
prejudices the possibility of resolving our
differences by rational and peaceful means.
In the closing months of his Administration,
President Elsenhower said: “In an age of
rapidly developing technology, secrecy is not
only an anachronism, it is downright dan-
gerous. To seek to malntain a soclety in
which a military move can be made in com-
plete secrecy, while professing a desire to
reduce the risk of war through arms control,
is a contradiction.” This contradiction which
Elsenhower saw in the Soviet system re-
mains. It lies at the heart of the Soviet
Union's inability to contribute, as that na-
tion should, to meaningful peacekeeping en-
deavors.

There is a severe limit to how long we
can tolerate Soviet action without a mili-
tary response of our own. We and the Rus-
slans both possess vast nueclear retaliatory
capability. Ours is superior and consider-
ably larger. There 158 nothing America can
do to keep the Soviet Union from building
and maintaining such a force, awesome as
it may be, unless, by reason and by diplo-
macy, she were to urge terminating this ex-
curslon into needless nuclear escalation. We
cannot permit the USSR to gain strategic
military superiority over the United States.

Last December 7, I wired the President,
respectfully calling on him to employ the
most expeditious diplomatic channels to con-
vey to the Soviet leaders, at the highest
level, a concern of the American people on
the issue of a renewed nuclear arms race,
The President, in his State of the Union
Message, disclosed that our government is
seeking an agreement in this area. Every
American devoutly hopes that we may suc-
ceed in this undertaking. In a very real
sense, we deal here with the future of this
planet.

In 1960, President Eisenhower's doectrine,
as expressed to the United Nations General
Assembly, was:

“Qurs is a world of growing danger. There
is a danger of surprise attack prepared in
secret. There is the danger of nuclear attack
from outer space. There is the menace of
constantly mounting stockpiles of nuclear
weapons and of large armies. There is the
peril of spreading capability for the produc-
tion of modern weapons to greater numbers
of nations. There is the hazard of war by
accident or miscalculation. We hold these
dangers must be dealt with now.”

That was nearly seven years ago. How far
have the advances of weaponry progressed
and, by contrast, how little has been done
to resolve and keep them in control of ra-
tional men?

Because its activities are cloaked in mystic
secrecy, we know very little about the politi-
cal apparatus of the Soviet Union. But we
can guess that there are Soviet “hawks" and
Soviet “doves.” Diplomacy is still the art of
international communication and persua-
slon; a very important part of it is the dis-
sipating of the hard issues of world affairs
with the solvent of reason. Soviet military
leaders may be unaware of the risks they
take In seeking to occupy, or to pre-empt,
the next rung of the nuclear ladder. It will
be the task of Free World diplomacy to
strengthen the hands of those in the Soviet
Union who find the risks involved unaccept-
able, and who recognize that, whatever their
ideological differences with the United States,
there is nothing to be gained by courting
the destruction of the planet upon which
we dwell.

In other areas we find depreciating secu-
rity. In no region is the peace more fragile
than in the Middle East. Here again, we
have particular doubts about the effects of
BSoviet policy.

The Tripartite Agreement of 1950 was the
last attempt, by three Western powers, Brit-
ain, France and the United States, to pro-
vide security for the Middle East, Today a
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precarious balance exists between Israel and
those Arab states who recognize the futility
of arms struggle on the one hand, and a
relentless irredentism on the other.

Some fatuously contend there is an iden-
tity of views between ourselves and the So-
viet Union, that both nations would act to
prevent a major war in the Middle East.
Yet, the leaders of Syria, who can find com-
petition in irrationalism of their policies
only from the Red Chinese, must be counted
as minions of the Communist world.

In any major clash of interests, the world’s
peacekeeping arrangements would be closely
limited. The U.N. has for nearly two dec-
ades maintained truce supervisory activ-
ities along the border of Israel and of her
neighboring countries. A small U.N. security
force remains in the Gaza Strip. With sub-
stantial American assistance a U.N. rellef
and work agency (UNRWA) continues to
feed thousands of refugees whom the Arab
nations have not absorbed. Like the refugee
problems, many of the issues remain un-
solved or insoluble. The U N.-sponsored
Armistice Commissions were not able to con-
vene on the critical problems of the Syria-
Israel border for a period of eight years.

The weakness of the United Nations is a
reflection of the disunity among the world
leaders, Without a firm Soviet commitment
to peace in the Middle East, no taming of
Syrian, or Egyptian, recalcitrance seems pos-
sible. Without good will on both sides, no
peacekeeping organization can succeed.

We have witnessed in the ralds of the
renegade Palestine Liberation Organization
what can only be called an attempt by one
group of countries to egg another to attack
a third. I refer to Syrian and Egyptian sup-
port of the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tlon’s attempt to bring Jordan into war with
Israel, Such a parlay should be soundly
condemned under the title of “Third Coun-
try Aggression.” No nation on earth is safe
as long as its neighbors may be used by
a more distant adversary as a means of
making ,war without suffering any conse-
quences of its own.

This kind of attempt to embroil one na-
tion against another is not new. We saw it
when North Korea was encouraged by the
Soviet Union to attack South Eorea in 1850.
We saw it in Cuba with the arrival of Soviet
missiles and their supporting ground crews.
We see it today in Africa where Tanzanian
territory has been used to train “volunteers"
to attack Mozambique. It ocurred in Ghana,
before the fall of Nkrumah, where Soviet and
Chinese instructors taught guerrilla tactics
to those who would subvert free nations in
Africa.

Any nation which values its independence,
regardless of its ideology, must see that such
behavior is symptomatic of international
anarchy.

“Third Country Aggression” is an ugly
practice, which ought decisively to be con-
demned. I am sure that if a roll call were
taken among the independent nations of
this earth there would be no doubt of the
result. Such strategy would be condemned.

Even our own government has indirectly
been providing aid and assistance to the
Palestine Liberation Organization through
the feeding of Palestine refugees by the
United Natlons Rellef and Work Agency.
Sixty percent of the support of this body
comes from the United States.

Last August, I asked the Secretary of State
to determine whether United States ald funds
were being disbursed in a manner that would
benefit members of the Palestine Liberation
Organization who were registered on the
refugee roles. The Secretary answered—not
as satisfactorily as I'd want. The Foreign
Assistance Act of 1966 was later amended to
make clear the intent of the Congress that
American tax revenues would not support
those being trained to attack Israel, or any
other peaceful country. ‘I recognize the
great complication of reducing food rations
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to hundreds of thousands of people, who have
yet to find a livellhood after a war con-
cluded nearly 20 years ago. But the ar-
rangement made by which American funds
were segregated still leaves the U.N. con-
tributing to refugees who are members of the
PLO. I simply say that if the United Na-
tions is to have any authority on earth it
must take firm steps to insure that it is not
itself contributing to aggression.

‘We must take decisive steps in the United
Nations to see that no further assistance is
given to the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion and that nations which indulge in egg-
ing one neighbor to attack another should
be condemned out of hand.

In the absence of an effective international
system for the maintenance of peace, the
world is left to cope with its problem as best
it can. We seek a rule of law in the world,
but more exists. Force and physical power
remain supreme. The burden falls unequally
on the strong and on the willing. History
has taught us some sober lessons. In the
absence of a sound collective security system
the first answer to territorial expansionism
must be a determined defense. Today in
Southeast Asia, with the aild of the large
majority of nations free of Communist dom-
ination, the United States has once again
committed itself to the principle that ag-
gression must not be allowed to pay.

Robert Sherod, the well-known journalist
and foreign correspondent, recently summed
up a pessimistic article on Vietnam with the
following thought: -

“We have committed our national honor to
defend our policy and our allles, The key
question is the one asked so often by (Presi-
dent) Lyndon Johnson, ‘What would you do?*
At this point it makes no sense to say ‘Give
up,’ or to ask 'Why did you do what you
did?'” The United States and her allies have
the abllity to see the problem through, I
believe that through sound programs of po-
litical and economic development, the people
of Vietnam may be able to determine freely
and for themselves what their destiny will
be. The achievement of this right to choose
is our goal.

The people of South Vietnam went to the
polls last fall to elect a Constituent As-
sembly. That election was a clear example of
the use of the techniques of democracy in
a war which involves men’s minds more than
thelr geography. The vote which the people
of Vietnam cast, despite the intensified cam-

algn of terror carrled on by the Communist
Viet Cong, displayed yet again the tremen-
dous wager on the system of self-government
which the Vietnamese have undertaken.

The Vietnamese Constituent Assembly is
now completing its labors. By the spring of
this year a Constitution will be promulgated.
The villages and the hamlets are again
scheduled to test the democratic process in
the election of local chieftains. In the vil-
lage the tradition of elections runs deep into
Vietnamese history. By the end of the year
national elections are planned to elect a
President and possibly a new Assembly.
These would be major gains. But no such
progress would be possible without resolute
opposition to Communist terror and aggres-
sion.

The political growth In Vietnam is a hope-
ful aspect of a costly and ugly war. This
conflict has plagued the hearts of our allies
with doubts, has permitted the Cassandras
of Europe to sow disaffection in the NATO
Alllance.

Twice In our lifetime America has been
called by its allies beyond the seas to fight
for the freedom of Europe. More recently,
we have been called to the ald of our allies
in Asia. We live in an interdependent world.
The United States cannot play the role of
Atlas. We cannot be the world’s policemen.
If independent nations are to remain free,
they must recognize the facts of interde-
pendence and adhere to the principles of
collective security.



4594

Last year, a spokesman for the French
Government sald “International crises no
longer center in Europe, but in Asia, and
the majority of NATO countries are not in-
volved in Asia.” And thus he argued that
Western Europe should be unconcerned with
our exertions in Indochina.

One of the problems of Atlas was the
pathos of being alone. Many in Europe seem
to be fascinated with the painful ordeal our
nation is going through. Yet the conse-
quences of the United States laylng down
her burden are as great for the people of
Europe as for the people of Vietnam,

Europeans must know full well that a na-
tion’s acquiescence points to her own de-
struction. The concept of collective secu-
rity is founded on the idea that aggression,
by whatever name, must not be tolerated
in the community of nation states. Where it
is resisted, hope remains,

I do not hold with those who feel there is
something morally wrong with the United
States because she has accepted the chal-
lenges of the Communists’ misnamed “Wars
of National Liberation.” Those who enter-
tain such doubts would have Atlas cast off
his burden and let the earth come crashing
to the ground. That is not a realistic choice
for free men.

Rather the course lies for us to persevere
and recruit new members to the cause of
collective security, to make full use of the
channels of diplomacy to use America's great
creative powers In seeking new instrumental-
itles for preserving the security of this
earth—to let no one doubt that time is on
‘the side of rational men and women, how-
ever great their burden may be.

THE BATTLE FOR CLEAN AIR

Mr. KEUCHEL. Mr. President, the
“Battle for Clean Air” has become a mat-
ter of concern for the entire Nation. Our
very existence is dependent on the en-
vironment that surrounds our world, an
environment slowly being poisoned by
pollution. For too long we have tolerated
filth in the air. For too long we have
ignored the dangers of contamination.
Our complacency was born from ig-
norance and from the hope that the dan-
gers could be somehow controlled by a
brisk wind. But no wind has been strong
enough to remove the tremendous
amounts of pollution deposits that a
modern, industrial society has itself
placed in the air. And these uncon-
trolled hydrocarbons, oxides, and noxious
odors will continue to multiply until
this same soeiety can mobilize its every
resource against the threat it has cre-
ated.

This mobilization is in progress today
but only to a limited extent. As the
author of the first proposal to provide
grants-in-aid for research and technical
assistance in the air pollution area, I
have followed with great interest the de-
veloping efforts of local, State and Fed-
eral governments in attempting to con-
trol environmental contamination. But
the hazards continue to increase; hazards
which demand greater and intensified
action by Government, by industry: in-
deed, by every citizen. I believe the Na-
tion can and will respond to the men-
acing challenge of air pollution, much as
it has responded to similar challenges in
transportation, communication, national
defense, and space exploration.

Legislation has been introduced in the
Congress to provide for greater research,
additional assistance, and added tax In-
centives. Only recently, the Subcommit-
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tee on Air and Water Pollution of the
Senate Committee on Public Works held
hearings in Los Angeles to study the ef-
fectiveness of auto emission devices. I
was pleased at that time to present a
statement before the subcommittee on
the need for effective Government-in-
dustry cooperation in the battle for clean
air.

Of particular interest and satisfaction
to me are the recent efforts in my own
State of California to eontrol pollution.
Our distinguished Gov. Ronald Reagan,
has submitted a waste management pro-
gram to the State legislature which is
aimed at controlling pollution not only
of the air, but of water and land. The
proposal establishes single State gov-
ernmental units in each of these fields,
recommends tough antipollution stand-
ards, and calls for the creation of an
environmental quality board to provide
a unified approach to solving the prob-
lems of pollution control. Perhaps Gov-
ernor Reagan’s own words best sum-
marize the need for greater national con-
ctlarn and action in the battle for clean
air:

If the air cannot be breathed, if the water
is unfit for drinking, if the land is despoiled
by our own refuse, we will have nothing.
If we permit the befouling of our air, our
water, our land, we shortly will be unable to
live in this great state.

These views are in line with my own.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the statement made by Governor
Reagan in sending to the California Leg-
islature his proposal for a California
waste management program be placed in
the Recorp at this point. I further ask
unanimous consent that the statement
which I made before the Subcommittee
on Air and Water Pollution also be placed
in the REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF GOVERNOR REAGAN ON THE
CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT Pro-
GRAM
To the Senate and Assembly of the Leg-

islature of California:

I am today submitting a proposal for a
California Waste Management Program de-
signed to end the pollution of our air. water
and land. Such pollution is a major threat
to public health, economic growth and the
quality of our California environment.

Specific legislation will be Introduced with-
in the next few weeks which will make Cali-
fornia the first state in the natlon to adopt
a comprehensive three-fold approach to the
very critical problems of pollution.

As you are aware, there are serious gaps
in state policy and a plecemeal fragmenta-
tlon of governmental units which now char-
acterlze the waste management fleld. There
is an absence of sfate policy goals aimed at
improving the quality of our environment.
And there is little abllity now to control the
major sources of pollution.

We must adopt a systematic program of

action in this field. To meet this need, we
are proposing a policy that would: "

1. Reorganize and consolidate the existing
fragmented government systems by estab-
lishing single state governmental units in
the flelds of alr resources, water resources
and solid waste disposal. I cannot emphasize
too strongly, however, that this consolida-
tion must preserve local responsibilities.

2. Establish tough anti-pollution stand-
ards, especially in the field of air pollution.

3. Recognize that the related problems
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of air pollution, water pollution and solid
waste disposal are part of the general prob-
lem of protecting the quality of Cali-
fornia’s environment.

I am, therefore, recommending legislation
establishing a single Air Resources Board.
This Board would have jurisdiction not only
in the fleld of motor vehicle emissions now
covered by law, but also over air pollution
from stationary sources such as open burn-
ing, burning dumps and industrial-commer~
clal operations.

This legislation would authorize the Air
Resources Board to adopt standards govern-
ing the composition of diesel and other mo-
tor fuels and would establish a statewide air
monitoring system. Educational efforts on
the very serious problems of air pollution
would be stepped up.

In addition, a major requirement in the
field of air pollution should be a provision
that vehicle emission devices be designed to
meet 1970 standards. This would give the
automotive industry and others a three-year
period in which to develop and improve emis-
slon devices that would meet a definite and
minimum goal set for 1970.

Until now, limited responsibilities for air
pollution control have been vested at all
levels of government. The result has been
an inability to develop a program that con-
siders the total air pollution burden on the
air resources throughout a reglon.

I am further recommending that legisla-
tion be enacted to establish a single unit of
state government for liquid waste
ment. Responsibility for water quality con-
trol, according to a report by the “Little
Hoover Commission,” is diffused among the
State Water Quality Control Board, nine
Regional Water Quality Control Boards, the
Department of Water Resources, the Depart-
ment of Public Health, the Department of
Fish and Game and waste discharges under
self-monitoring arrangements.

The Assembly Water Committee, headed
by Assemblyman Carley Porter, has recom-
mended merging the State Water Rights and
Water Quality Control Boards and I look
with approval on this measure.

Finally, legislation should be enacted which
would designate responsibility within the
Department of Public Health for developing
solld waste management policies and stand-
ards and for undertaking research and devel-
opment. In this field of refuse and sanita-
tlon, no state agency now has the statutory
responsibility for planning and development
of standards,

I would also suggest that legislation creat-
Ing a California Waste Management Act of
19687 be enacted, establishing an Environ-
mental Quality Board to provide a unified
approach to solving the problems of pollution
control and improving the quality of our
environment.

Such a Board would resolve policy conflicts
between air, water and solid waste disposal
agencies and would make recommendations
to the Governor and the Legislature to pre-
vent pollution. . Representatives on the
Board might include those from the agencies
in the water, air and solid waste flelds. Other
members could be representatives of the
League of Clties, County Supervisors Assn.,
State Planning Office; the Legislature and the
state Chamber of Commerce.

Such a Board, involving all segments of the
population, would allow the needed flexibility
necessary to implement pollution controls on
the local and regional levels.

What I have outlined today will have a
very limited immediate cost but will result
in significantly improved programs for mak-
ing our environment livable. As state re-
sponsibility broadens, and this unigue ap-
proach results in a cleaner and better Cali-
fornia, costs will Increase. But federal
grants can be expected in the future to
finance this tremendously Iimproved and
vitally important program.

This “Waste Management Program” pro-
vides Californla with the opportunity to
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pioneer among all the states of this nation
in the waste management field.

California cannot afford to lose its three
most valuable resources. If the air cannot
be breathed, if the water is unfit for drink-
ing, if the land is despoiled by our own ref-
use, we will have nothing. If we permit the
befouling of our air, our water, our land, we
shortly will be unable to live In this great
state.

I am thoroughly convinced that we must
act—and act now. At best, our current ef-
forts are barely keeping even with the prob-
lem. Much greater effort must be put forth.
Enactment of this program is the first ste}
toward a brighter future.

INDUSTRY'S ROLE IN THE BATTLE FOR CLEAN AIR

(Statement by U.S. Senator THoMmAs H.
KucHEeL, before the Subcommittee on Air
and Water Pollution of the SBenate Com-
mittee on Public Works, February 13, 1967)

In the 1930’s, the people of Los Angeles
County, numbering In those days a little over
two million, became aware that their match-
less climate was blemished somewhat by a
pericdic haze. No one had heard of hydro-
carbons or smog. No one spoke of sulphur
oxides, oxidants, particulates, and oxides of
nitrogen. Many blamed the newly con-
structed oil refineries for the noxious odors
in the air. In the valleys, after a night of
low temperatures and heavy smudge pot
burning, a pall of soot which literally blacked
out the sun enveloped the small country
towns. Complaints were often heard but
little action was taken. The oil industry, at
one point, felt obliged to employ a technical
inspector who was charged with the duty of
keeping a 24-hour surveillance of the re-
fineries and had the authority to enter the
refinery premises and halt any operation pro-
ducing an odor nuisance. In general, how-
ever, people in those days largely were toler-
ant of pollution in the air. They were
ignorant of the hidden dangers and hopeful
that at worst the haze would last no more
than a day or two.

The County of Los Angeles, the State of
California, indeed, the entire Nation, have
come a long way since the days of aggravat-
ing haze and technical inspectors. Today,
the problem of air pollution is referred to
interms of a national crisis. Science has de-
duced that the pollutants in the alr strike
at virtually everything that exists. In eco-
nomic losses alone, air pollution costs the
country billions of dollars a year through in-
Jury to vegetation and livestock, corrosion
and soiling of materials and structures, de~
pression of property values, and interference
with ground and alr transportation. Of even
greater significance are the adverse effects on
human health. Pollution has been related
to a growing number of allments—asthma,
bronchitis, lung cancer and emphysema. The
Surgeon General’s office has indicated that:

“In the not-too-distant future, if present
rates of national growth are sustained, air
pollution will reach truly critical propor-
tions.”

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare states:

“What is already known about the rela-
tionship of air pollution to illness, disability,
and premature death, together with con-
siderations of prudence in the protection of
public health, leave no doubt that the con-
temporary air pollution problem is a threat
to the lives and health of millions of people
in all parts of the country.”

Local, State and Federal governments have
been trying desperately to wage the battle
for clean air. The efforts of Los Angeles
County alone have been cited by the United
States Public Health Service as a model for
the Nation. The County Air Pollution Dis-
trict has initiated a number of attacks
against open burning, industrial contamina-
tion, as well as automobile emissions.

The State of California was one of the
first to grant local jurisdictions the authority
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to regulate factories and other sources of
atmospheric contamination through the
establishment of air pollution control dis-
tricts. In 1959, the State legislature directed
the State Department of Public Health to
establish standards for the air and created
a Motor Vehicle Pollution Control Board to
test and, if necessary, require control de-
vices; devices which in fact are today re-
quired on all cars sold in California.

On the Federal level, an identifiable pro-
gram in air pollution was not established
until 1955, when Public Law 159 was passed
by the 84th Congress. As a member of the
Public Works Committee at that time, I was
the author of this proposal to provide the
first grants-in-aid for research and technical
assistance in this area. The adoption of the
Clean Air Act in December of 1963 and the
amendments that have been adopted since
that date, have given the Federal Govern-
ment a mandate to provide leadership and
assistance in ‘the national effort to control
pollution.

But despite the public and private efforts
in this area, despite the volumes of research
and the thousands of dollars of assistance,
despite the controls that have been estab-
lished, and the standards that have been
developed, air pollution continues to grow
and to threaten the environment of our
Nation. The recent clouds of pollution that
settled on New York are but one example.
Recent reports from the County of Los
Angeles raise serious questions regarding the
effectiveness of control devices on automo-
biles. Statistics on the damaging effects of
smog on health and property continue to
multiply.

As the hazards Increase, the Natlon gropes
for any answer, any solution, but the same
are offered again and again—more leglsla-
tion, more controls, more research and more
assistance. The Administration has recom-
mended greater Federal controls. This rec-
ommendation, of course, should be studied.
My own view is that if police power is to be
invoked In the area of air pollution, it ought
primarily to rest with the individual states
of the Union. I should not wish to invoke
Federal police power until it indisputably is
shown that there i1s no other alternative.
That constitutes one of the basle responsi-
bilities of this Subcommittee.

Legislation also has been introduced in
the Congress again to provide for greater
research, additional assistance to local pro-
grams, and added tax incentives for in-
dustries building pollution abatement facil-
ities. Though all of these proposals cer-
tainly will have some effect on the air pol-
lution problem, I am afraid that the same
old answers will reap only the same results;
results which have fallen seriously short
of success; results which have offered only
a slow, prodding, fragmented approach to a
rapidly exploding environmental problem.

What is needed to meet this challenge to
human environment is an attack equal to
the threat. What is needed is not more
controls but better technology, not the power
of compulsion, but the power of industry,
not more piece-meal research, but a well
planned academic and industrial effort, not
just additional tax incentives but real
financial and competitive inducements.

The time has arrived for an enlightened
overview of the problems of the human en-
vironment and of measures and plans for
solution of these problems, both immediate
and long range, And the primary key les
in the vast, unexploited resources of Amer-
fean Industry and free enterprise. The ill
effects of environmental hazards can be
controlled effectively only through the devel-
opment and application of technology. And
it 1s only private industry that can under-
take the kind of research and development
which will lead to the technical hardware
that can control, eliminate or modify en-
vironmental hazards.

In the battle for clean air, government
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must induce the participation of industries
with the greatest research and development
capability. The solution of present and
future environmental problems will have to
be generated out of a collaboration between
government and industry the equal of which
may be unprecedented, but the pattern for
which is neither new nor controversial.

The Federal Government has often suc-
cessfully brought American industry into
a partnership for the exploitation of new
opportunities and the solution of problems.
More than a century ago, the Federal Gov-
ernment and industry joined forces in an
effort to forge the greatest network of rail-
roads in the world. By somewhat different
means, but with a parallel objective, the
Federal Government has nurtured the re-
sources of industry to develop air and high-
way transportation, electronic communica-
tions, publishing, and, of course, the in-
dustries heavily engaged in national defense
and space exploration.

Behind each of these jolnt endeavors has
beenn an acceptance of the premise that
neither industry nor government alone has
the capability of grasping an opportunity for
vast economic development or for meeting
a challenge to the national security or wel-
fare. PFurthermore, such collaborative efforts
have always been predicated on the basic as-
sumption—which can hardly be disputed—
that the end product or goal, whether it be
an efficlent transportation system, coloniza-
tion of the moon, or eradication of polio-
myelitis, would help to preserve or strengthen
soclety, or avert a crisis.

The Nation now faces a situation which
more than any other in our history requires
that we apply the technique of joint govern-
ment-industry collaboration to preserve and
protect soclety in order to avert a crisis of
unimaginable proportions.

Environmental hazards to health are inti-
mately linked to the growth of our industrial,
technologlical soclety. This factor alone
would seem to indicate that American indus-
try must play a major part in solving en-
vironmental problems. But the resources of
industry will have to be brought to bear on
environmental problems for another, and
perhaps more compelling, reason: without
the application of the vast research and de-
velopment capabllity of American industry,
without its unequalled skill at identification
and resolution of technological problems, the
efforts of government to deal with present
and future health hazards in the environ-
ment of man will continue to be substan-
tially unsuccessful. 1

I belleve it is fair to say that when this
is pointed out to industrial leaders, they ac-
cept it. It is also fair to say that, given the
proper incentives, industrial leaders are
willing to apply the resources at their dis-
posal to the solution of environmental prob-
lems, But they want to make this effort
within the context of their place in the free
enterprise system. In other words, industrial
cooperation in the control of environmental
pollution and in the design and maintenance
of environments free of hagards tc health and
welfare will have to be consistent with the
economic goals of our industrial system.
This, in effect, means that government can-
not expect to encourage great expansion in
industrial research and development if in-
dustry will be effectively blocked from realiz-
ing a profit from its efforts. :

The experience of the Department of De-
fense and the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration in drawing on the resources of
private industry for research and develop-
ment hardly needs to be discussed here, other
than to point out that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare has very simi-
lar needs but has yet to develop similar
means of satisfying them. The Department
has no Rand Corporation, no North American
Aviation, nor any other private industry part-
ner which recognizes a community of Interest
with the Departmental program. As a con-
sequence, the Department has no effective
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means of drawing on the resources of the pri-
vate industrial community for basic research
on environmental problems, for design of sys-
tems capable of meeting these problems, nor
for development of hardware, where hardware
is called for. It lacks the funds to support
such an undertaking, but more importantly,
it lacks the administrative structure and leg-
islative authority to make such an under-
taking possible.

I belleve American industry is poised for a
fundamentally new and immeasurably great-
er attack on problems of the human environ-
ment than has heretofore occurred. For the
present, this industrial capability is largely
untapped. It has been goaded to a limited
extent by the expediency of regulatory con-
trol, but this means of Federal inducement
has accomplished but a small fraction of the
results that might be achieved through a
more imaginative and resourceful Federal
effort.

The problems faced by the government in
meeting the growing challenge of air pollu-
tion are easy to describe. Conditions need-
ing correction are easy to identify. A gen-
eralization on solutions is simple to state,
These I have done. The difficult task is to
identify all the barriers to effective coopera-
tion between government and industry and
to determine how these barriers can be
breached. I am hopeful that this Subcom-
mittee will give urgent consideration to this
challenge. This is, in fact, the first order of
business to which both industry and govern-
ment must address themselves if industry is
to have a role in the battle for clean air and,
indeed, if the battle itself is ever to be won.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I am
glad to report that sundry newspapers in
California have editorially commented
on the position which Governor Reagan
has taken in California and the position
whieh I have taken here in Washington
on the same subject. I ask unanimous
consent that editorials from several
California newspapers on the subject
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the Berkeley (Calif.) Dally Gazette,
Feb, 21, 1967)

Smoc CAn BE BEATEN, AND EvucHEL Has ONE
orF THE KEYsS

In the fight against smog, the Bay Area
Air Pollution Control District and private
industry have cooperated in cleaning up the
urban environment.

After extensive public hearings, the
BAAPCD in recent years has promulgated
regulations to control emissions of air pol-
lutants from industrial sources. For its
part, industry has invested conslderable sums
in equipment and technical research to meet
those regulations.

In a statement to the Senate's subcom-
mittee on air and water pollution, Senator
Thomas H. Euchel of California has called
for effective nationwide government-industry
cooperation in meeting the menacing chal-
lenge of air pollution.

The assistant minority leader told the sub-
committee at a fleld meeting in Los Angeles:

“Without the application of the vast re-
gearch and development capability of Ameri-
can industry, without its unequalled skill at
identification and resolution of technological
problems, the efforts of government to deal
with present and future health hazards in
the environment of man will continue to
be substantially unsuccessful.”

The subcommittee—and the nation—
would do well to heed Senator EKuchel's
remarks.

For the senator's home state has demon-
strated how government can cooperate with
private industry in the fight against a major
health menace.
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[From the San Jose (Calif.)
Feb. 20, 1867]
PoLLUTION WAR AIMS

Californians on the state and federal levels
sought last week to mobilize the resources of
soclety against the rising tide of pollution—
of air, water and land.

In Washington, Sen. Thomas H. Kuchel
(R-Calif.), assistant GOP leader of the
Senate, called for greater industry-govern-
ment cooperation in controlling air pollu-
tion. EKuchel was concerned primarily with
the basic research and technology that must
underpin any successful fight against smog.

In Sacramento, Gov. Ronald Reagan called
for a coordinated attack on dirty alr, pol-
luted waters and waste-strewn land. Essen-
tially, the governor sought to strengthen en-
forcement of existing regulations and to
draft new and more effective controls as well.

In a sense, this approach represents an
excellent division of labor between state and
federal governments; it carries forward the
basic philosophy developed more than a
decade ago when Congress first began to ap-
propriate money for research into the causes
of smog.

It was agreed at that time that the federal
government could make its greatest contri-
bution in the field of research, leaving en-
forcement to local authorities,

The words of Sen. Kuchel and Gov. Reagan
echo this philosophy.

The Senator sald in part:

“"The federal government has nurtured the
resources of industry to develop air and
highway transportation, electronic com-
munications, publishing, and, of course, the
industries heavily engaged in national de-
fense and space exploration. The solution
of present and future environmental prob-
lems will have to be generated out of a col-
laboration between government and indus-
try the equal of which may be unprece-
dented, but the pattern for which is neither
new nor controversial. . . .

“Without the application of the vast re-
search and development capability of Ameri-
can industry, without its unequalled skill
at ldentification and resolution of techno-
logical problems, the efforts of government
to deal with present and future health haz-
ards in the environment of man will con-
tinue to be substantially unsuccessful.”

To which Gov. Reagan added, in a lengthy
anti-pollution message to the California
Leglslature:

“If the air cannot be breathed, if the
water is unfit for drinking, if the land is
despoiled by our own refuse, we will have
nothing. If we permit the befouling of
our air, our water, our land, we will gshortly
be unable to live in this great state. .. ."”

The point is well taken. If existing regu-
lations against pollution go unenforced; if
exemptions are granted willy-nilly; if re-
search is allowed to lag, no amount of ad-
ministrative reorganization will improve the
environment one iota.

This must not be allowed to happen. The
indications in Sacramento and in Washing-
ton are that it will not be allowed to happen.

Mercury

MEDAL OF HONOR AWARD TO CAPT.
HARVEY C. BARNUM, JR. US.
MARINE CORPS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, it was my
pleasure to be present this morning at
the Marine Barracks when the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor was presented to
Capt. Harvey C. Barnum, Jr., U.S. Ma-
rine Corps, of Cheshire, Conn.

It was a most touching and moving
ceremony. Captain Barnum’s mother,
father, and brother attended along with
many other relatives and friends. Abbot
Gerald of St. Anslem’s College, Man-
chester, N.H., came to Washington to

February 27, 1967

proudly witness his former student re-
ceive this great honor.

Captain Barnum now belongs to the
ranks of the few who have qualified for
the highest this Nation bestows on its
fighting men.

We respect and admire the courage
and strength of character a person must
possess to perform the deeds necessary
to be considered for the Medal of Honor.

I share with Captain Barnum'’s family
and friends the great pride they feel in
his accomplishments. I also congratu-
late him, on behalf of all our citizens, for
his brave actions which earned him this
high honor.

I believe that Captain Barnum is far
more representative of our young people
than whose misdeeds we read about daily
in our newspapers.

As Captain Barnum’s actions in battle
in Vietnam speak more eloquently than
any words of mine, I ask permission to
have the text of the citation awarding
him the Medal of Honor inserted in the
Recorb at this point.

There being no objection, the citation
was ordered to be printed in the REcorn,
as follows:

The President of the United States takes
pleasure in presenting the Medal of Honor
to First Lieutenant Harvey C. Barnum, Jr.,
United States Marine Corps, for service as
set forth in the following citation:

“For conspicuous gallantry and intrepidity
at the risk of his life above and beyond the
call of duty as Forward Observer for Artillery,
while attached to Company H, Second Bat-
talion, Ninth Marines, Third Marine Division
(Reinforced), in action against communist
forces at Ky Phu in Quang Tin Province,
Republic of Vietnam, on 18 December 1965.
When the company was suddenly pinned
down by a haill of extremely accurate enemy
fire and was quickly separated from the
remainder of the battallon by over five hun-
dred meters of open and fire-swept ground,
and casualties mounted rapidly, Lieutenant
Barnum quickly made a hazardous recon-
nalssance of the area seeking targets for his
artillery. Finding the rifle company com-
mander mortally wounded and the radio op-
erator killed, he, with complete disregard for
his own safety, gave ald to the dying com-
mander, then removed the radio from the
dead operator and strapped it to himself.
He immediately assumed command of the
rifle company, and moving at once into the
midst of the heavy fire, rallying and giving
encouragement to all units, reorganized them
to replace the loss of key personnel and led
their attack on enemy positions from which
deadly fire continued to come. His sound
and swift decisions and his obvious calm
served to stabilize the badly decimated
unit and his gallant example as he stood ex-
posed repeatedly to point out targets served
as an inspiration to all. Provided with two
armed helicopters, he moved fearlessly
through enemy fire to control the air attack
against the firmly entrenched enemy while
skillfully directing one platoon in a success-
ful counter attack on the key enemy posi-
tions. Having thus cleared a small area, he
requested and directed the landing of two
transport helicopters for the evacuation of
the dead and wounded. He then assisted in
the mopping up and final selzure of the bat-
talion’s objective. His gallant initiative and
herole conduct reflected great credit upon
himself and were in keeping with the highest
traditions of the Marine Corps and the United
States Naval Services.”

MICHIGAN'S GOVERNOR ROMNEY

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, the
Michigan ship of state has been cap-
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tained well during the last 4 years by

our exceedingly able and popular Gover-

nor, George Romney. On November 8,

1966, the people of Michigan resound-

ingly reaffirmed their approval of Gover-

nor Romney’s leadership when they re-
elected him to a full 4-year term by the

ovgerwhelmmg margin of nearly 530,000

votes.

Not only has Governor Romney up-
righted a ship that was listing badly, but
he has also brought new meaning to the
concept of self-government and citizen-
ship responsibility.

In two recent inaugural addresses de-
livered in Michigan, one at Lansing on
January 2 and another at Marquette on
February 4, Governor Romney eloquent-
ly set before the people of Michigan the
record of his administration as well as
an outline of its future goals.

Because I know that his inaugural ad-
dresses will be of general interest, I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
in the body of the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the address-
es were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

INAUGURAL ADDRESS, “A NEW GENERATION OF
PROGRESS,” Gov. GEORGE ROMNEY, LANSING,
MIcH., JANUARY 2, 1967
Reverend clergy, fellow oath takers, friends

and citizens:

These are our goals.

‘We have sworn to uphold the laws and
constitutions, and pledged to grapple boldly
with the future with all the vigor and wis-
dom we possess,

We seek a Michigan where every individual
is free to develop to his full capacity; where
barriers of poverty, social injustice and dis-
crimination, including those erected in the
minds and hearts of men, have been torn
down; where vocational training and higher
education are within the reach of every
child, and each is equally free to choose his
path; where the skills and contributions of
the people meet their economic needs; where
quality housing, productive employment and
equal opportunity are available to all.

We seek a Michigan in which all our people
share in a good life—a better life than most
of us have today—based on qualities of heart
and mind and spirit, as well as on material
well-being.

We seek thriving, well-planned citles with
efficient, integrated governments; an end to
urban blight and ugliness; a new transporta-
tion network, unmarred by congestion, frus-
tration and delay; green parks and open
spaces accenting and enlivening our com-
munities; an unequalled abundance of fresh
cl;an water for all its many uses, and pure
air.

We seek a Michigan where helghtened citi-
zen respect for law strengthens the frame-
work of stabllity and order within which
opportunity and freedom flourish.

We seek a Michigan where -citizens
throughout our state can walk or ride the
streets, by day or night, without fear of
physical assault, property loss, or traffic
tragedy.

We seek government directed by those who
put the public trust above all personal con-
slderations, and set a high example both of
public morality and private conduct; and
politics adhering to standards that make
gll;tltt:llc service an honored and preferred pur-

We seek more enlightened activity by pri-
vate enterprise and voluntary assoclations,
and a rebirth of cooperation not only among
all governmental levels but between govern-
ment and private effort, to achieve the goals
which none can reach alone.

We seek a Michigan where those who strive
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to overcome handicaps or misfortune will
recelve personalized assistance in their area
of need, whether mental, physical, material,
social, cultural, or spiritual—assistance
which is already within our available skill,
time, and means to provide. Of course,
‘Washington would have to let us use more
efficlently more of our own means.

We seek the use of our expanded leisure
time as an opportunity not merely for greater
self-gratification, but for self-fulfillment
through faith, knowledge, work, citizenship,
brotherhood and service.

And most of all, we seek a renewal of the
vitality and strength of family life and
personal conduct, on which all else depends.
For the strength of soclety is rooted in the
strength, responsibility, and character of
indlvidual lives.

Michigan's accomplishments of the past
4 years have laild a stronger foundation for
the achievement of these goals

Together we have fought to strengthen the
people’s control of state and local self-
government.

Together we have secured a modern con-
stitution. The executive branch is more ef-
Tective, the judicial branch stronger, and the
legislative branch more representative.

Our actions have reflected the determina-
tion to treat every citizen with justice, im-
partiality, and equality before the law.

We have given equitable treatment to both
workers and employers, and restored Mich-
igan’s reputation as a responsible and re-
sponsive state—a dynamic state—a
state in which to live, invest, work and
play.

We have overcome past deficlencies and
achieved new heights In education, health
care, recreation, and other flelds of public
service.

We have worked closely with leaders and
citizens in other states to strengthen the
forces of self-government controlled by the
people and responsive to their needs and
aspirations.

And we have encouraged the active par-
ticipation of self-reliant individuals, families,
private institutions, economic organiza-
tlons, and voluntary assoclations in solving
their own problems and meeting pressing
needs—independent of governmental sub-
sidy, regulation, and control.

Together we have passed through a period
of preparation. The people have a new
attitude about their state—a new involve-
ment in its affairs—a new optimism for its
future.

And I am confident that the people of
Michigan—responsible individuals devoted
to the common good—are able and ready to
supply the sweat, sacrifice, and service re-
quired to reach our goals.

For the people have spoken, and this is
what they sald:

“We, the people—we are Individuals,
Treat us as individuals. Don't try to lump
us into faceless special-interest categories.

““We refuse to be neatly packed and labeled
into economic, religious, racial, or ethnic
blocs to be used by political brokers. We will
not be decelved by promises of group
favoritism and special privilege. We're not
for sale.

“Give us a government that serves us, not
one that makes us dependent and stifles us—
& government we can control, not one that

es our lives.”

That'’s what the people said.

The people are awake. They see the fu-
tility of trying to meet tomorrow’s complex
human problems with yesterday's over-sim-
plified governmental answers.

The people feel the stifling consequences of
over-centralization, conformity, manipulated
consensus, and arbitrary unchecked power,
whether public or private,

The people recognize the limitations of
efforts to improve the lives of men and their
soclety by material means alone.
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The people sense there is a better way to
meet their needs and still preserve the ex-
plriesslon and integrity of individual person-
ality.

The way has been prepared. The founda-
tion has been laid.

The time has come for Michigan to move
ahead into a new generation of progress.

And a new generation of people is pre-
pared to provide much of the driving faith,
imagination, Intelligence, and resolve that
this new generation of progress will require.

More than half the people of Michigan are
not yet 30 years of age. We have no greater
resource—no more precious asset—than their
energy and idealism.

Young people in increasing numbers are
finding an unequalled creative channel for
their ideallsm in voluntary service to their
fellow men. We have ample evidence In
their enthuslastic response to the Peace
Corps and to our own student volunteer
movement here in Michigan.

And politically, young voters are in the
vanguard of the resurgence of public con-
fidence in the capacity of state and local
governments to do a job for the people and
do it close to home, where the people can
scrutinize more closely the conduct of offi-
clals and get involved themselves in shaping
public programs and performing public tasks.

The faltering of over-centralization, the
solid accomplishments of state governments
in recent years, the expressed approval of the
voters, and the confidence of youth will give
self-government at the state and local level
a second chance to prove its worth.

As a state, the most important question
Michigan can ask is, “Are we ready to take
full advantage of our second chance?"”

For if we fail to use it, the people will have
no choice but to turn back to distant federal
power for the services that state, local, pri-
vate, and voluntary effort can most effec-
tively perform.

If that should happen, our lofty vision of
tomorrow could crumble into dust. Our
hopes for a new generation of progress would
be crushed.

For a sound political, social, and economic
structure cannot be built from the top down.
It must be raised from the bottom up.

It must be founded on the rock of indi-
vidual effort and responsibility. It must be
shaped by the foundation of family life. It
must rest on the sturdy joists, beams, and
framework of state, local, and independent
institutions.

On this Inauguration Day, I pledge un-
ceasing effort to justify your confidence not
only in your chosen leaders but in state
government itself.

I pledge to offer additional specific pro-
posals in the weeks and months ahead to
advance us further toward our goals.

I pledge that we will not drift down the
easy paths of least resistance.

I pledge to confront you and your repre-
sentatives with the hard choices necessary
if Michigan's bright promise is to be fulfilled.

I pledge to call upon the people of this
state to heed the wise advice of Emerson:
“What would you have? . . . Pay for 1t and
take it . . . 1t 1s impossible to get anything
without its price.”

The price of personal joy and freedom
through self-government and personal re-
sponsibility is always high; but I belleve the
people of Michigan will respond.

For the people’s leaders can be the archi-
tects, but the people themselves must be the
builders of Michigan's new generation of
progress.

Its hallmarks: Recognition of the sanctity
of each individual personsality; wide-open
doors for individual opportunity and self-
fulfillment; respect for God, parents, home,
and law; receptivity to the idealistic fervor
of the young; readiness to sweat, sacrifice,
and serve; and resolution to use not govern-
ment alone, but all the tools at our com-
mand to bulld a better Michigan.
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This is the path which will lead, with
God's help, to the fulfillment of our goals.
In the words of Winston Churchill:
“Come, then, let us go forward together with
our united strength.”
SECOND INAUGURAL ADDRESS, GovV. GEORGE
ROMNEY, MARQUETTE, FEBRUARY 4, 1967

It's great to be here in Marquette today, so
we can get away from all that snow in
Lansing!

This is the third time that the people of
the Upper Peninsula have honored us with
a second inauguration ceremony. Lenore,
Helen, Bill, and I appreciate it deeply. And
we're particularly delighted that something
new has been added this year—your great
Senator and Congressman, BoB GRIFFIN and
PHIL RUPPE.

The Upper Peninsula inaugural is a happy
new tradition. It has real significance. Its
purpose is not to get the Upper Peninsula
apart from the rest of Michigan, but to, re-
assert the fundamental unity of our state
and of its people.

We have taken the same oaths—to uphold
the laws and constitutions and to serve the
people—that we took five weeks ago in Lans-
ing. And my inaugural message, whether in
Lansing or Marquette, is fundamentally the
same,

For as I sald two years ago, at Iron Moun-
tain-Eingsford, “By these ceremonies . . , all
of us here are reaffirming the fact that
Michigan is indivisible.”

These are our goals for all of Michigan—
for the people of both our great peninsulas.

‘We seek a Michigan where every individual
is free to develop to his full capacity; where
barriers of poverty, social injustice and dis-
crimination, including those erected in the
minds and hearts of men, have been torn
down; where vocational training and higher
education are within the reach of every
child, and each is equally free to choose his
path; where the skills and contributions of
the people meet their economic needs; where
quality housing, productive employment and
equal opportunity are available to all.

We seek a Michigan in which all our peo-
ple share a better life, based on gualities of
heart and mind and spirit, as well as on
material well-being.

We seek thriving, well-planned communi-
ties with efficient, integrated governments;
an end to urban blight and ugliness; a new
transportation network; green parks and
open spaces; an unequalled abundance of
fresh clean water for all its many uses, and
pure air.

We seek a Michigan that is united physical-
1y and economieally, free from artificial bar-
riers between our two peninsulas. The pres-
ent stifilng tolls on the Mackinac Bridge
must be removed.

We seek a Michigan where helghtened
citizen respect for law strengthens the
framework of stabllity and order within
which opportunity and freedom flourish.

We seek a Michigan where citizens can
walk or ride the streets, by day or night,
without fear of physical assault, property
loss, or traffic tragedy.

We seek a Michigan where each individual
who strives to overcome handicaps or mis-
fortune will receive personalized assistance
in his area of need, whether mental, physical,
material, social, cultural, or spiritual.

We seek government directed by those who
put the public trust above all personal con-
siderations—officials whose personal example
makes public service an honored and pre-
ferred pursuit.

We seek more enlightened activity by
private enterprise and voluntary associations,
and a rebirth of cooperation among all gov-
ernmental levels and between government
and private effort, to achieve the goals which
none can reach alone.

And most of all, we seek a renewal of the
vitality and strength of family life and per-
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sonal conduct, on which all else depends.
For the strength of society is rooted in the
strength, responsibility, and character of
indiyvidual lives.

Michigan’'s accomplishments of the past
four years have laid a stronger foundation
for the achievement of these goals.

And the people of the Upper Peninsula
have shared in both the effort and the
benefits.

The Upper Peninsula is one of America’s
last great physical frontiers. Its promising
potential is becoming more and more a bright
reality.

In four years, employment in the U.P, has
increased seven per cent, while unemploy-
ment has declined 39 per cent. TUtllities,
businesses, and industries are expanding at
record rates. Assoclations for voluntary ac-
tion to lick local problems are gaining
strength. And for two years in a row, the
Upper Peninsula has been the home of the
“Michigan Product of the Year.”

In three years, state ald to Upper Peninsula
schools increased 25 times faster than pupil
enroliment.

Operating appropriations for your two fine
state universities have more than doubled in
four years.

The two community colleges in the Upper
Peninsula, like those in the lower peninsula,
are recelving about 50 per cent more state
aid per pupil than four years ago.

Services for the mentally i1l and retarded,
including new community services programs,
have been substantially increased.

Expanded conservation, highway, and
tourist programs are developing the Upper
Peninsula’s natural resource and recreational
potential.

And we have made progress toward remov-
ing the tolls on the Big Mac Bridge. Two
years ago, I proposed the issuance of new
bonds to refinance the Bridge at lower in-
terest rates, thus permitting elimination of
the tolls, Unfortunately, interest rates went
up before the legislature acted. But we did
secure stand-by legislation which can lead
to reduction or elimination of the tolls when
interest rates go down again,

Today, interest rates have begun to decline.
As a result, the prospects for refinancing the
Bridge are brighter now than at any time
since the enabling legislation was passed.

Meanwhile, we are actively pursuing the
possibility of removing the Bridge tolls
through action by the newly-established Up-
per Great Lakes Economic Development Com-
mission. This is a joint body representing
Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, and the
federal government. Its objective is to
foster the economic growth of the Upper
Great Lakes Area—and in my opinion, no
single governmental step would contribute
more to the economic resurgence of the Up-
per Peninsula and the entire area than re-
moval of the Mackinac Bridge tolls.

Yes, these last four years have been years
of accomplishment for all of Michigan,

Together we have fought to strengthen the
people’s control of state and local self-gov-
ernment.

Together we have secured a modern con-
stitution.

Our actions have reflected the determina-
tion to treat every citizen with justice, im-
partiality, and equality before the law.

We have given equitable treatment to both
workers and employers, and restored Mich-
igan’s reputation as a responsible and respon-
slve state—a dynamic state—a good state in
which to live, invest, work and play.

We have overcome past deficiencles and
achieved new heights in education, health
care, recreation, and other fields of public
service.

We have worked closely with leaders and
citizens in other states to strengthen the
forces of self-government controlled by the
people and responsive to their needs and
aspirations. ;

And we have encouraged the active par-
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ticipation of self-reliant individuals, fami-
les, private Institutions, economic organiza-
tions, and voluntary associations in solving
their own problems and meeting pressing
needs—independent of governmental sub-
sidy, regulation, and control,

Together we have passed through a period
of preparation. The people have a new atti-
tude about their state—a new involvement
in its affairs—a new optimism for its future.

And I am confident that the people of
Michigan—responsible individuals devoted to
the common good—are able and ready to
supply the sweat, sacrifice, and service re-
quired to reach our goals.

The people are awake. They see the fu-
tility of trying to meet tomorrow’s complex
human problems with yesterday’s over-sim-
plified governmental answers.

The people feel the stifling consequences
of over-centralization, conformity, manip-
ulated consensus, and arbitrary unchecked
power, whether public or private.

The people sense there is a better way to
meet thelr needs and still preserve the ex-
pression and integrity of individual per-
sonality.

The way has been prepared. The founda-
tion has been laid.

The time has come for Michigan to move
ahead into a new generation of progress.

And a new generation of people is pre-
pared to provide much of the driving faith,
imagination, intelligence, and resolve that
this new generation of progress will require.

More than half the people of Michigan are
not yet 30 years of age. We have no greater
resource—no more preclous asset—than
their energy and idealism.

Young people in increasing numbers are

ng an unequalled creative channel for
their idealism in voluntary service to their
fellow men.

And politically, young voters are in the
vanguard of the resurgence of public con-
fidence in the capacity of state and local
governments to do a job for the people.

The falterlng of over-centralization, the
solid accomplishments of state governments
in recent years, the expressed approval of
the voters, and the confidence of youth will
give self-government at the state and local
level a second chance to prove its worth.

As a state, the most important question
Michigan can ask is, “Are we ready to take
full advantage of our second chance?”

On this Inauguration Day, I pledge to do
everything in my power so that Michigan
will be prepared to use this second chance
fully and wisely.

I pledge unceasing effort to justify your
confidence not only in your chosen leaders
but in state government itself,

I pledge to confront you and your repre-
sentatives with the hard cholces necessary
if Michigan's bright promise is to be ful-
filled.

Our greatest single governmental chal-
lenge In the months ahead is to secure the
financial future of state and local govern-
ment in Michigan.

The job will be tough. But the need is
inescapable.

Michigan must have tax reform, and tax
action in this legislative session must come
before spending action.

I have sald before, and I say again: We will
not spend more next year than we are willing
to pay for in taxes.

The price of responsive and responsible
state and local government is not cheap.
Yet it is one of the greatest bargains ever
offered, contrasted to the ultimate price of
weak and ineffective government,

For if we fall—if we muff our second
chance—the people will have no choice but
to turn back to distant federal power for
the services that state, local, private, and
voluntary effort can most effectively perform.

If that should happen, our lofty vision of
tomorrow could crumble into dust. Our
hopes for a new generation of progress would
be crushed.
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For as I have sald so many times before,
a sound political, social, and economic struc-
ture cannot be built from the top down.
It must be raised from the bottom wup.

It must be founded on the rock of in-
dividual effort and responsibility. It must be
shaped by the foundation of family life.
It must rest on the sturdy joints, beams,
and framework of state, local, and inde-
pendent institutions.

The price of personal joy and freedom
through self-government and personal re-
sponsibility is always high. But I believe
the people of Michigan will respond.

For the people's leaders can be the archi-
tects, but the people themselves must be
the builders of Michigan's new generation
of progress.

In the words of Winston Churchill:
“Come, then, let us go forward together
with our united strength,”

With our united strength we can together,
with the help of God, build a new generation
of progress.

DR. WOODLIEF THOMAS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
regret to advise the Senate that for per-
sonal reasons, Dr. Woodlief Thomas has
decided to leave the committee staff, and
February 28 will mark the close of Dr.
Thomas’ services to the Banking and
Currency Committee as chief economist.

Dr. Thomas came with the committee
in January 1965, after a very distin-
guished career with the Federal Reserve
System, which began in 1920 and in-
cluded service as Director of the Board’s
Division of Research and Statistics,
Economist to the Federal Open Market
Committee, and Adviser to the Board.
Following this, Dr. Thomas spent 2 years
in Chile conducting a study of Chile’s
capital market situation for the World
Bank. One of the most noteworthy serv-
ices performed by Dr. Thomas for the
Banking and Currency Committee was
the study of the balance-of-payments
situation eonducted in 1965 in the Sub-
committee on International Finance
under the chairmanship of the Senator
from Maine [Senator Muskiel. Dr.
Thomas’ great knowledge of the subject
and his familiarity with possible wit-
nesses representing all points of view
made it possible for him to set up out-
standing hearings.

The Banking and Currency Commit-
tee has been privileged to have had the
benefit of the knowledge, experience, and
sound judgment of Dr. Thomas. We
shall miss Dr. Thomas and we wish him
and Mrs. Thomas well.

THE 50TH MILESTONE IN VOCA-
TIONAL EDUCATION

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, in
1917, while a headline-catching conflict
raged, President Woodrow Wilson quiet-
ly put his signature on the first bill pro-
viding for assistance to vocational edu-
cation.

The Smith-Hughes Act was enacted,
providing an annual grant of $7.2 million
to the States: $3 million for agricultural
training, $3 million for trade, industrial,
and home economics education, $1 mil-
lion for teacher training, and the rest
for Federal costs of administering the
act.
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This was but a beginning, and the
scope of this aid to vocational educa-
tion has evolved with our economy, our
changing work force, and a technology
that is constantly emerging and grow-
ing in complexity.

So milestone after milestone has been
added as our land has risen to the chal-
lenge. In 1946, the George-Barden Act
authorized $28.5 million to be divided
among the same categories as provided
for in the original act, with addition of
education for distributive occupations.

In 1956, fishery trades and occupa-
tions were added to vocational categories
of the George-Barden Act, while author-
izing an annual appropriation of $375,000
for vocational education in those trades
and industries and in distributive occu-
pations.

Also in 1956, the Health Amendments
Act added title II, which specified prac-
tical nursing for inclusion under the act,
with a $5 million annual appropriation.

In 1958 the National Defense Educa-
tion Act further amended the George-
Barden Act by authorizing $15 million
annually to train highly skilled tech-
nicians.

In 1961, the Area Redevelopment Act
provided for training or retraining of
unemployed or underemployed persons
in redevelopment areas.

In 1962, the Manpower Development
and Training Act authorized a total of
$951 million for a 4-year program of
training similar to that under ARA, but
broader and not limited to redevelop-
ment areas.

The Vocational Education Assistance
Act of 1963 has been tailored so that it
will continue to meet growing needs
through its flexibility. All parts of this
program now mesh well together.

So it seems vocational education has
come of age. All these years it has
quietly and with few headlines per-
formed a vital function, training un-
counted numbers of essential technicians
who make our society run on a day-to-
day basis.

Where would we be without their serv-
ices? It is only now that we are coming
to realize that not all of our students can
attain or even desire a college education.
But many of these students want a
technical education, which will enable
them to be earners of fine livings and
taxpaying contributors to the welfare
of their individual communities.

Mr. President, I am a devoted believer
in the cause of vocational education, and
am doing all that I can in my home
State of New Mexico to aid our forward-
looking educators in this field in making
available to the youth of our State the
finest in vocational education.

The potential dropout, dropout,
underemployed, and person whose skills
have been dated by advancing technology
can all find hope in technical and voca-
tional education.

It is not a flashy program. It does not
start picket lines in progress. It funec-
tions guietly, almost anonymously. But
it does more real good for more people
than many other lavishly funded pro-
grams have done.

It creates taxpayers rather than de-
stroys them.
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DENTAL CARE FOR CHILDREN

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President,
among the 12 proposals constituting the
President’s 1967 message on America’s
children and youth, there appears one of
especial interest on dental care for chil-
dren. One of the President’s specific rec-
ommendations is legislation to authorize
a pilot program of dental care for chil-
dren in areas of acute poverty.

Dental care is one of the most ignored
areas in the field of child health today.
I have heard dentists refer to it, with
some justification, as the “stepchild” of
this area.

The dental profession, to my knowl-
edge, has long worked to remedy this
situation. Its most recent action, taken
by the American Dental Association in
November of last year, was to adopt a
dental health program for children that
would pledge the appropriate private and
public resources to a cooperative effort
to solve this longstanding deficiency in
our national life.

As far back as last April, President
Johnson spoke publicly of his personal
concern. His proposal in the message
delivered on February 8 gives substance
to his intentions. The continuing co-
operation of the dental profession can,
I know, be counted on. Indeed, the pres-
jdent of the American Dental Associa-
tion, Dr. William A. Garrett of my home
State of Georgia, has already issued a
statement commending the President’s
action and pledging the profession to
further consultation and cooperation.

In the near future, the President will
be sending us the specifics of his pro-
posal. I await them, as Iknow do all my
colleagues, with great interest. I, too,
am eager to work in common purpose to
extend to poor children the scope and
quality of dental care they need and de-
serve to have.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
statement by Dr. William A. Garrett, of
Atlanta, president of the American
Dental Association, on the message to
Congress on children and youth.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF DR, WiLLIAM A. GARRETT, PRESI-
DENT OF THE AMERICAN DENTAL ASSOCIATION,
oN DENTAL CARE PROPOSAL MADE BY PRESI-
DENT JOHNSON IN HIS FEBRUARY B MESSAGE
70 CONGRESS ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH
The American Dental Association is pleased

indeed at this expression of the President's
intent to join with the dental profession
in its efforts to do something substantial
about the appalling rate of dental disease
among needy children.

It is a problem that the dental profession
has long recognized and fought to remedy.
Our most recent action, taken in November
of 1966, was to adopt a Dental Health Pro-
gram for Children, which brings together, in
a unified, cooperative effort, the resources of
both the private and public sectors of the na-
tion and provides a framework for construc-
tive actlon now and iIn the future.

The section on dental health that appears
in the President's Message on America's Chil-
dren and Youth is not sufficlently detailed
for me to be able to judge how closely the
thinking of the Administration is to that of
the profession. I am confident, however,
that consultation will show large areas of
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agreement and the Assoclation stands ready
to participate In such discussions at the
earliest possible moment.

HIGHWAY FUNDING

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am
pleased that Transportation Secretary
Alan S. Boyd has announced a slight
thaw in the freeze of Federal highway
construction money. But for Pennsyl-
vania this will mean very little relief in
our hard-pressed highway program.

I am informed by Pennsylvania High-
way Secretary Robert Bartlett that the
Commonwealth had planned to defer
$37.4 million in Federal interstate high-
way projects—principally in the Phila-
delphia and Pittsburgh areas—as a re-
sult of the previously announced freeze.
This was work scheduled through the
first 6 months of 1967.

Fortunately, however, the administra-
tions of Governors Scranton and Shafer
did not allow highway building in Penn-
sylvania to come to a complete halt.
Seizing the initiative, the Commonwealth
pledged to use its own funds to finance
entirely ABC primary, urban, and second-
ary construction—work for which Fed-
eral assistance would normally have been
available on an even 50-50 basis. A
total of $42 million in State money now
has been committed for ABC work for
which Federal funding would otherwise
have been obtainable.

This move, in turn, made it possible for
Pennsylvania to realize the greatest re-
turn on its reduced Federal dollars by
allocating this assistance to interstate
highway construction exclusively. As a
result, the Commonwealth had $70 mil-
lion for interstate highway projects—a
figure far greater than it would have
been if Pennsylvania had taken no action
other than to wait for a Federal “hand-
out.”

Some relief is now in sight with the
announcement that Secretary Boyd is re-
leasing $175 million of the deferred
funds. When you carve that up among
50 States, however, it leaves little enough
for Pennsylvania. Our $37.4 million
deficit will largely remain.

Money from the Federal highway trust
fund can be spent for no other purpose.
Thus, in my opinion, the withholding of
such funds is budget gimmickry designed
to give a false impression that the Fed-
eral Government is fighting infiation. I
look forward to a further acceleration of
vital Federal highway programs.

HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMEIA

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I have read
the President’s message on the District
of Columbia with great interest. It de-
piets with clarity and precision the prob-
lems faced by our Nation’s Capital City
and provides a hard, reasoned program
for overcoming them.

I was particularly encouraged to see
that the President remains undaunted
by the setbacks of the 89th Congress in
achieving home rule. To my mind, Dis-
trict home rule, along with District rep-
resentation, is fundamental to an effec-
tive attack on the problems outlined in
the message. I do not know how any
community can marshal its civic re-
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sources with any real effectiveness ex-
cept behind a responsible political lead-
ership of its own choosing. By civic
resources I mean much more than mere
money. I mean a sense of civic identity,
a pride of place that makes a man speak
of “my city” in the same way that he
speaks of “my home, my castle.”

How helpless the citizen of Washing-
ton must feel in the face of his city’s
problems. What recourse does he have
against ineffective civic leadership?

However, even if we are not moved by
this American anomaly of 800,000 po-
litically voteless citizens in the midst of
the center of the democratic world, sim-
ple considerations of government effi-
ciency and economy must dictate sup-
port for the President’s recommenda-
tions. The appointed commission form
of municipal government is simply not
designed for big city management in this
day and age. Government by commit-
tee is too cumbersome to permit the flex-
ible use of municipal resources required
to meet the shifting conditions and
problems of the modern city. Efforts to
react quickly to civic crises are doubly
doomed in Washington, for the commit-
tee governing it is, in turn, governed by
two other committees. Whatever the
conscientiousness and dedication of the
Members of the House and Senate, they
are occupied by many other problems of
the Nation and the world and cannot
give adequate attention to the affairs of
the District. And whatever the leader-
ship quality of the men who hold the
thankless job of District Commission-
ers, they are hedged at every turn by
the network of Federal statutes under
which they must operate.

There can be no question of the need
for home rule, whether on grounds of
morality or management. The reorga-
nization plan announced by the Presi-
dent is a step in the right direction, but
it is only a step; it will be useful as an
interim device to prepare the way for
home rule, but it is no substitute for it.
Home rule must come to Washington,
and it will come.

HOSPITAL SUPPLIES FOR RIO
GRANDE DO SUL, BRAZIL

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I have on
other occasions called attention to the
relationship which has developed be-
tween the Indiana Partners of the Alli-
ance and Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil,
working cooperatively with the Alliance
for Progress. Last year, a number of
Indiana hospitals agreed to donate more
than $100,000 worth of hospital supplies
and equipment through the Indiana
Partners of the Alliance to hospitals in
Rio Grande do Sul.

Under the able leadership of Mr. James
E. Nicholas, general manager of the In~
diana Motor Truck Association, more
than 11 tons of equipment were collected
and transported, first to a central depot
at Bakalar Air Force Base, then to New
York City for shipment to Brazil, A
number of trucking companies joined to-
gether in providing this transportation
free of charge, delivering two large trailer
loads of material to the eastern seaboard.

An article in the January 1967 issue
of the Fifth Wheel, which is the official
publication of the Indiana Motor Truck
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Association, Inc., deseribed the coordi-
nated efforts which went into this opera-
tion. As a tribute to the unselfish service
rendered by the Indiana Motor Truck
Association and its member firms to the
successful completion of this important
project, I ask unanimous consent that
this brief account be printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REecorp at the conclusion of
my remarks. As the author, Robert Loy,
pointed out, the “people of Rio Grande
do Sul will have improved treatment in
their hospitals, thanks in great part to
the generosity of Indiana trucking
people.,” In addition, I wish to com-
mend those public-spirited hospitals in
Indiana which so generously contributed
this equipment and supplies for our good
neighbors to the south.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Fifth Wheel, January 1967]

TRUCKERS GIvE “FrEE RIDE" TO HOSPITAL
SUPPLIES FOR SOUTH AMERICA
(By Robert Loy)

Indiana truckers again have demonstrated
their public spirit by giving a free ride to
much-needed hospital supplies for the people
of South America.

This was a program begun half a year ago,
interrupted by the Viet Nam war and finally
concluded in early January.

Last June, several Indiana hospitals affil-
iated with the Indiana Hospital Assoclation
donated more than 11 tons of surplus equip-
ment and supplies valued at over $100,000 to
hospitals in Rlo Grande do Sul, Bragzil.

The program was sponsored by the Indiana
Partners of the Alliance, a private organiza-
tion working in cooperation with the Al-
llance For Progress to aid the people of
South America.

Rio Grande do Sul, one of the Brazillan
states, is Indiana’s “sister’ state in this en-
deavor. Hospitals there are in great need of
modern equipment.

When the equipment collection was made
in June, the Indiana Motor Truck Associa-
tion coordinated the transportation of it
from several cities in Indiana to Bakalar Air
Force Base near Columbus.

Trucking companies which provided free
transportation included A. & H. Truck line,
Clemans Truck Line, Commercial Motor
Freight, Ine. of Indiana, Courler-Newsom Ex-
press, Crutcher Brothers, Renner's Express
and McLean Trucking Co.

These companies, their personnel and
equipment performed magnificently and de-
livered the equipment to Bakalar on sched-
ule.

The Partners of the Alliance working with
the U.S. Department of State arranged for
transportation by ship for the equipment
from New York.

This meant transportation would have to
be provided from Bakalar to New York.

Again the Indiana Motor Truck Associa-
tion stepped into the pieture and four of its
member companies volunteered to haul the
equipment at no charge.

Eastern Express, Inc. and Spector Motor
Freight System each made a traller avall-
able at Indianapolis and these trallers were
pulled to Bakalar to be loaded, and returned
by Courler-Newsom power units.

In the meantime, Lovelace Truck Service
brought a load of dental equipment to In-
dianapolis which had been stored in Terre
Haute.

During the last week of December Eastern
and Spector pulled their loaded trallers to
New York from where the equipment was to
leave by ocean freighter early in January.

There were 89 crates, cartons and pallets of
the hospltal materials weighing 23,202
pounds and occupying 2,020 cubic feet of
space,
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Included were such items as an iron lung,
sterilizers, surgieal instruments, surgical
tables, beds, special treatment devices and
an incubator.

Thus, the people of Rio Grande do Sul,
Brazil will have improved treatment facili-
ties in their hospitals thanks in great part to
the generosity of Indiana trucking people.

Even premature babies, who otherwise
would not be able to make it, will be given
a chance to live by the acquisition of that
incubator.

By coincidence, the governor-elect of Rio
Grande do Sul, Walter Peracchi Barcellos,
who took office in January, was visiting in
Indianapolis when the hospital equipment
was being made ready for shipment to New
York.

James E. Nicholas, general manager of the
IMTA, arranged for the two loaded trailers
to be brought to the new IMTA Bulilding the
day before Christmas and Sr. Barcellos was
able to have a first-hand look at the equip-
ment before it was shipped to his country.

A television crew from station WFBM, In-
dianapolis, which is making a documentary
on the Partners of the Alliance program, shot
some films while Sr. Barcellos was at the
IMTA headquarters. Some of this film cov-
erage was shown on a news broadcast the
same night.

Sr. Barcellos, speaking through a trans-
lator, expressed his thanks to all concerned
in making the gift of hospital supplies avail-
able to his people,

ANTICRIME LEGISLATION

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 16, Senator Epwarp KENNEDY in-
troduced three bills to help control erime
and delinquency in this Nation.

S. 991 would establish Federal help in
providing street lighting to prevent
crime in local areas.

8. 992 would create a National Insti-
tute of Criminal Justice in the Justice
Department to provide new research and
new methods for the control and preven-
tion of erime and delinquency.

And, S. 993 would create six regional
Academies of Criminal Justice con-
nected with institutions of higher learn-
ing for the study of crime control and
the rehabilitation of offenders and for
the development of professionally
gal.iéled personnel in the correctional

eld.

Mr. President, as chairman of the
Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee, I
am fully aware of the value of these
proposals.

As a member of our subcommittee,
Senator KENNEDY is equally aware of the
need for both specific and comprehen-
sive measures to improve the adminis-
tration of justice in this Nation and to
get at the roots of the problem of crimi-
nal behavior.

The three bills he has introduced are
well thought out proposals for effective
action to improve our crime control
methods and to improve the treatment
and rehabilitation of offenders.

I commend Senator Kenneoy for in-
troducing these bills.

I ask that these proposals be given
prompt consideration by this entire
body.

And I ask unanimous consent that my
name be added as a cosponsor to each
of these measures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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SENATOR RANDOLPH SUPPORTS
HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA—COMMENDS PRES-
IDENT JOHNSON'S MESSAGE

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, in
his message on the District, President
Johnson has urged the Congress to give
Distriet citizens a voice in the selection
of their local officials.

I support the President’s proposal.

We who live and work in our Nation's
capital know that the problems of this
metropolitan area reflect many of the
difficulties that face other major cities
across the country. :

We are battling a rising crime rate,
terrible traffic congestion, overcrowded
schools, inadequate housing in poor
neighborhoods, and the other acute prob-
lems we encounter as we ftry to cope
with urban life in the 1960’s.

An obstacle, of course, is that the resi-
dents of the Distriet of Columbia must
face these problems without redress from
elected officials pledged to fulfill their ob-
ligations to the community.

I believe that the problems facing the
Distriet can be overcome, in part, when
the people can elect officials directly re-
sponsive to the voter. This is the most
basic proposition of our democratic
life: that representative government ex-
presses the aspirations of the electorate
it represents.

The 89th Congress passed bills which
voiced this prineiple, but there was no
agreement by which to implement it.
We in the 90th Congress should reach
such an agreement.

The House and Senate Committees on
the District of Columbia, and the Dis-
trict Commissioners have been perform-
ing commendably in trying to bring
progress to the District.

But we know that the District Com-
mittee is one assignment that most mem-
bers do avoid. I served for 7 years as
the chairman of the District of Columbia
Committee during 14 years of effort in
the House of Representatives.

Congress is coping with the vast and
complex problems of the Nation, and the
District of Columbia does not receive
the attention that it deserves.

The District Commissioners are able
and dedicated administrators, but there
is no substitute for elected officials whose
tenure depends on their records, as
judged by the citizens.

The President has urged us to reach
agreement on home rule. I believe that
justice and the cause of democratic gov-
ernment itself are inherent in the re-
quest.

I urge my colleagues to favorably con-
sider the cause of home rule, and bring
the tens of thousands of Americans who
reside in the District of Columbia into
the mainstream of our national life.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING .
BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is concluded.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
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the Chair lay before the Senate the
pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the pend-
ing business, which the clerk will state.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 655)
to authorize appropriations during the
fiscal year 1967 for procurement of air-
craft, missiles, and tracked combat vehi-
cles, and research, development, test,
evaluation, and military construction for
the Armed Forces, and for other pur-
pOses.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

EXPANSION OF U.S. MILITARY
OFFENSIVE IN SOUTH VIETNAM

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
in connection with the pending supple-
mental authorization bili, when the votes
are taken later in the week, I intend to
bear in mind that some 600,000 of the
finest young men in the United States
are in southeast Asia. Unfortunately,
they are fighting what has come to be
an American war, in the worst place in
the entire world where American soldiers
could fight, and in a little area of no
strategic importance whatever to the de-
fense of the United States.

Yet, I cannot in good conscience ig-
nore the fact that these fine young men—
incidentally, the best trained, the best
equipped, and the most intelligent fight-
ing men that any nation ever put on a
field of combat at any time in the his-
tory of the world—are not there of their
own choosing. They are there because
they have been called on by their Com-
mander in Chief to serve overseas. Of
course, we want them equipped with the
best of everything that can be provided.

During the time that I was in south-
east Asia—in Thailand and South Viet-
nam—for a period of about 3 weeks, from
September 28 to October 19, 1965, I vis-
ited every air base in South Vietnam and
every area of South Vietnam. During
that time I spoke with many officers and
enlisted men. I ate at messes with them,
sometimes at noon, sometimes at night.
I took down the names and addresses of
more than 200 Ohio GI's serving in that
stinking, filthy, dangerous area of the
world.

When I spoke with our GI's from
Ohio, I always asked, “Have you any
problems? Have you any shortages?”
They had few, if any, problems. The
morale was exceptionally high.

Let no one say that the activities of
some demonstrators, beatniks, publicity
seekers, or draft card burners affect
those men at all. One after another
said, “Oh, we don’t pay any attention to
those fellows.” Truly, those fighting men
are the cream of the crop. If the war
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continues to expand, as apparently it is
expanding, certainly the next 200,000 or
the next 400,000 youngsters sent there
cannot be superior to the boys already
there. I hope they will be as good. They
are all entitled to be cared for in the best
possible manner while they are over
there, because—and I want to make it
crystal clear—they had no choice. They
‘are in the Armed Forces. We are faced
with the fact that our boys are there,
and we must take care of them.

Mr. President, without a doubt, Presi-
dent Johnson is expanding the U.S. mili-
tary offensive in South Vietnam and in
what is called North Vietnam. Of
course, historically, there are no such
places as North Vietnam and South Viet-
nam., There never have been. The Ge-
neva accords of 1954 specifically stated
that the 17th parallel was to be a tem-
porary demarcation line to separate the
two areas into what were to be tempo-
rarily termed North Vietnam and South
Vietnam. The delegates at the Geneva
Convention agreed to establish a de-
militarized, or neutral, zone 6 miles in
width along the temporary demarcation
line. This was supposed to be a neutral
zone under the control of the Interna-
tional Control Commission, consisting of
representatives from Poland, India, and
Canada.

In the present expansion of the war,
our heavy artillery is now being fired for
the first time across the demilitarized, or
neutral, zone.

In addition, as an important part of
the offensive in North Vietnam, we
Americans are now dropping mines in
the rivers of North Vietnam, not to de-
stroy large freighters from West Ger-
many, Canada, Russia, Poland, Greece,
and other nations that are trading with
North Vietnam but to destroy, to blow
up, sampans and small craft, regardless
of whether such small boats are carry-
ing munitions and military supplies or
are loaded with children going to school
or with Vietnamese families traveling on
a family mission. In addition, our offen-
sive in recent days has been accelerated
by heayy firing from our warships off the
coast of North Vietnam.

However, during recent months we
have read nothing of any offensive by
the ARVN forces. We have read of the
acceleration of our offensive, but what
has become, a neutral leader could ask,
of the so-called friendly forces of South
Vietnam? In other words, for weeks and
weeks no mention has been made in any
newspaper in the world, to my knowl-
edge, of any offensive being carried on
by the so-called South Vietnamese Army.
Approximately 118,000 soldiers of the
army of South Vietnam—I mean soldiers
of the army of the Saigon junta of 10
generals who overthrew the civil govern-
ment of Saigon in June 1965—deserted
from the so-called South Vietnamese
Army during 1966. Now the leaders of
the Saigon junta apparently make no
pretense that they are fighting the Viet-
cong.

This has become, it is sad to relate, an
American land war. Apparently the aim
of our offensive is to make North Viet-
nam uninhabitable by men, women, chil-
dren, and even by the water buffalo,
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which are so essential to enable farm
families to exist.

In the south, American attack-and-de-
stroy missions in the provinces to the
north and west of Saigon, have been lay-
ing waste to the countryside. Wave after
wave of B-52's have destroyed some 28
square miles no farther than 30 miles
from Saigon. This destruction with
magnesium bombs and with our artillery
has been so tremendous that an Ameri-
can military spokesman said trium-
phantly that our attack looked like a
Fourth of July celebration.

What it looked like to the people of
four little villages within 30 miles of Sai-
gon is something else. As one peasant
woman said:

I was very poor in my village, but I did
not mind that. I wanted to stay. First, the
planes passed over our fields. My husband
didn’t know what to do. He stood up. They
killed him. I wish I had stayed and been
killed, too.

She and 6,000 other natives of those
four villages so close to Saigon were
evacuated by the American forces.
Those who survived are now in refugee
camps operated not by South Vietnamese
armed forces or South Vietnamese of-
ficials, but by Americans.

One of the four villages, Ben Suc, was
typical of the others. It is now a ghost
town with graves. The gardens are un-
attended. Every hut in that little village
has been destroyed.

This is an American offensive that
will be bitterly remembered and spoken
of in Asia 100 years from now.

RELEASE OF THREE AMERICAN CIVILIANS FROM
SAIGON FPRISON

Mr. President, I now advert to a
very sad and distressing situation. Three
American civilians were released from
prison in Saigon last week, after the
men had alleged that they and other
Americans, who are still jailed had
been sentenced by a corrupt Saigon
court and had lived in terror of being
murdered by bribe-hungry wardens.
The three Americans who were re-
leased under what was purported to
be a delayed lunar New Year amnesty,
had each been sentenced to serve 5
years on charges of currency manipula-
tion. Two of those released, and four
Americans still in jail, stated in writing
that they were imprisoned on technical-
ities and primarily for extortion purposes
by the South Vietnamese. One of those
still in prison, Merle V. Brown, is a resi-
dent of Worthington, Ohio.

Mr, President, I can understand some-
thing about this matter because I recall
distinctly when I was in Saigon along
with Senator Cannon of the Committee
on Armed Services, I remember one
morning we both interviewed the flam-
boyant Prime Minister Ky. Prime Min-
ister Ky, although he is Prime Minister
of South Vietnam, was born and reared
in what is termed North Vietnam. He
was serving in the French Colonial Army
which was fighting the Vietnamese
forces; in other words, he was fighting
the forces of liberation back in 1954
when the French were trying to hold on
to their lush Indochinese empire and
were compelled to do so by force and vio-
lence. In the end, of course, they failed.
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Prime Minister Ky was in the French
forces as an air force pilot in training.

In June of 1965, he was appointed
Prime Minister of the Saigon govern-
ment by 10 generals who overthrew the
civilian government. Who are those 10
generals? Nine of the 10 generals were
from North Vietnam and served in the
French Colonial Army trying to suppress
the forces of the National Liberation
Front in the war of liberation. The
civilian government of Saigon was over-
thrown by these 10 generals, nine of
whom we Americans, during our Revo-
lution, would have termed “Tories”
because they were fighting on the side
of the colonial oppressors.

Mr. President, to return to our inter-
view with Prime Minister Ky, he is a
very flamboyant, overdressed, young
man. He has been in power in Saigon
since June of 1965. I assert that without
the support of the American forces and
without the support of our CIA, which
helped put him in power at the outset,
he could not remain in power in Saigon
for more than 1 or 2 weeks.

Mr. President, the interview to which
I refer took place on a Wednesday morn-
ing. In the course of our discussion,
Prime Minister Ky said, “We arrested
& merchant.” He told us the man's
name. Ky said he was a millionaire
Chinese merchant and a leading busi-
nessman in Saigon.

On this particular Wednesday morn-
ing he said his police had arrested that
man for black marketing and that he
himself was going to try him on the
charge of black marketing the next day,
Thursday; and that they were going to
shoot him the following Tuesday. It was
all cut and dried. That is the kind of
democratic prime minister we are sup-
porting in South Vietnam.

Recently, these American prisoners
smuggled out of prison a letter to the
U.S. Ambassador, and to Prime Minister
Ky.

It was subsequently learned that on
February 8, U.S. mission employees went
to the prison and warned the Americans
not to “get involved in trying to expose
corruption in the government”—refer-
ring to the Saigon government—‘‘be-
cause it would do you no good.”

Those already released from jail in
Saigon are Louis J. Fraser from Massa-
chusetts, Coy G. Bond from Colorado,
and Leroy F. Freeden from California.
Fraser had been in prison since late
1965; Freeden, since July 4, 1966; and
Bond, since July 27, 1966. But in the
prison in Saigon there is still being held
a gentleman by the name of Merle V.
Brown of Worthington, Ohio; Bernard
Elmont of New York City, P. Leo Ben-
nett of Florida, and W. K. Char of
Honolulu.

Mr. President, I do not know the facts
pertaining to these other men who were
arrested other than they were civilians.
I do know, however, about Merle Brown
of Worthington, Ohio.

His wife stated last Sunday that at

the time of the trial of her husband,

two aids of the Saigon -court—two
civilian officials of the Ky government—
told her an acquittal would cost $10,000.
She said she had only $5,000 and offered
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to pay that but had not turned it over
fo the court aids because she knew she
could not raise the additional $5,000.
Mr. President, a lawyer friend of mine in
Columbus has obtained a statement
from Mrs. Brown which I have not yet
seen. It may be that after receiving it,
I shall read it in the Chamber later this
week.

Mr. President, all of those men except
Mr. Char from Honolulu, who is await-
ing trial, were sentenced to minimum
prison terms of 5 years, and were also
assessed heavy fines by the special court
set up allegedly to fight corruption—to
fight corruption, yet court officials of-
fered to free Merle Brown if his un-
fortunate wife could raise $10,000.

The smuggled letter to the Ambassa-
dor from the seven Americans held in
prison along with 3,000 Vietcong pris-
oners states that they had been on a
hunger strike for almost a month be-
cause they had “nothing to lose,” and
that they were existing on coffee and

sugar water. That letter was dated last
January 30.
The letter also stated—

We are positively convinced that we have
been imprisoned primarily for extortive
purposes by corrupt South Vietnamese . , .
not for crimes committed against the state.
We have been arrested for either minor of-
fenses, technicalities, and in some cases only
by implication, but almost all of us have
been asked to pay large bribes in order to
obtain acquittal at trial or amnesty after
conviction,

The letter further stated that—

The director of the Saigon prison of Prime
Minister Ky reminded us that there are over
3,000 anti-American (Viet Cong) prisoners
here who would murder us at the first oppor-
tunity. Due to the fact that we must leave
our cells during the day, the director’s threat
to our lives is more than obvlous.

That is just one indication of the
kind of justice meted out by the Saigon
government, which has United States
wholehearted support.

THE WAR IN VIETNAM

Mr. President, with the acceleration of
the war in Vietnam, particularly the
bombing of installations in North Viet-
nam, together with the fact that we have
approximately 600,000 of the finest fight-
ing men who have ever worn the uniform
of our country in Vietnam, we hear state-
ments regarding a declaration of war.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, as Rep-
resentative at Large from Ohio, it was
my duty to vote for a declaration of war
against Germany and the Axis Powers
and also a declaration of war against the
Japanese Empire. I am not ashamed of
those votes. I cast my vote to declare
war on the Imperial Japanese Empire
directly after the attack on us at Pearl
Harbor, and I did not hesitate one mo-
ment to cast that vote. Of course, it
is a sad thing to look back on it and
have to remember that during my service
in Congress I voted on more than one
oceasion to declare war.

The vote, then, was unanimous with
one exception in the House of Represent-
atives. It was unanimous in the Sen-
ate. It would not be unanimous in the
Senate today were the Senate to be asked
by our President to declare war on North
Vietnam. In my humble opinion, it is
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unlikely that such a request will come
to the Senate, but if it does, I know that
the junior Senator from Ohio would cast
his vote against a declaration of war.

Then, following such a declaration,
because undoubtedly a very large ma-
jority of the Senate would vote in favor
of it, the junior Senator from Ohio would
vote to supply our officers and men with
all the equipment and support which
they would require—and I would do that
gladly.

I do not know what reason would be
given for requesting a declaration of war,
but I do know that when I first went to
South Vietnam I had previously swal-
lowed entirely the statements from the
Pentagon and the propaganda that we
read in our papers. Before I went there,
I believed that all of the Vietcong were
Communists: that they were infiltrators
from the north.

In one of the first conversations I had
with General Westmoreland—whom I
admire as a great Army officer—he stated
to me that the bulk of the VC fighting in
the Mekong Delta, south and west of
Saigon, were born and reared in the
Mekong Delta. In other words, they
were from South Vietnam.

The second officer in command, Gen.
Richard Stilwell, told me very emphat-
ically that 80 percent of the VC fighting
us in the Mekong Delta were born and
reared in that very territory. Yet this
civil war has become an American war.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I wonder if the Senator
obtained any information as to approxi-
mately what percentage of Vietcong are
Communists, what percentage can read
and write, what percentage have studied
Karl Marx, whether or not it is actually
the case that all of the Vietcong who
are killed there are Communists. We
constantly read and hear that so many
Communists were killed yesterday, for
example. Did the Senator get any in-
formation in that respect?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I am glad to
try to answer that question. I shall not
name him, because I do not want him to
be rebuked by some armchair general in
the Pentagon, but a very high-ranking
general in our Armed Forces in Vietnam,
when I asked him that question, told me
that very few officers and men, fighting
us in Vietnam had ever heard of Karl
Marx or knew who he was. That is
answering one part of the question.

Obviously, North Vietnam is a Com-
munist country. However, there is every
indication that it may well be a nation-~
alist Communist country.

Well, Tito’s Yugoslavia is a nationalist
Communist country, but it is a well rec-
ognized fact that it is not a satellite of
the Soviet Union.

It has been said that if all of Vietnam
could be neutralized, until there was a
reunification which restored Vietnam to
its correct historical status as one coun-
try, North Vietnam could remain a na-
tionalist Communist country and South
Vietnam could—it is hoped—be what it
is not today—governed by those selected
by democratic processes.

The other day, in his testimony before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
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General Gavin said we are confronted
with a new situation. Instead of Red
China being a nation that should be
feared by the free nations of the world,
it is itself involved in insurrection and is
in deep internal turmoil and unrest be-
cause of factions fighting for control.
Therefore, Ho Chi Minh today is in an
excellent position to withstand pressure
from the Chinese Communist regime.
He is independent. After all, he was im-
prisoned, toward the end of World War
II, in a Chinese dungeon for a year.
Very definitely, he is not part and parcel
of Chinese communism. The fact is
that the boys and girls and men and
women who are fighting in the VC forces
are illiterate, ignorant people. They
would not know what the communism of
Karl Marx is. They have never heard
of it. They know as much about Karl
Marx as Prime Minister Ky knows about
democracy.

On another subject, we hear much
about the aggression from the North
from supposedly knowledgeable men on
our General Staff and from the Defense
Department, including Secretary of De-
fense McNamara. I have heard esti-
mates that 45,000 hard-core Communist
soldiers from North Vietnam have infil-
trated into South Vietnam and are fight-
ing there.

The number of infiltrators has leveled
off recently and there are fewer now.
The fact is that our country, too, has
brought into South Vietnam more than
53,000 men to add to the forces of the
United States and of South Vietnam, if
they have any armed forces in being
there now.

Of these 53,000, approximately 48,000
are fine combat soldiers from the Re-
public of Korea. There are 2,000 non-
combat engineers from the Philippine
Republic. There are a few hundred sol-
diers from New Zealand, and a very few
thousand from Australia.

To return to the approximately 50,000
soldiers from the Republic of Korea,
they are fine fighting men. Their train-
ing has resulted from the outpouring of
many millions of dollars of American
taxpayers’ money. I spent time in the
Republic of Korea. I reviewed, togeth-
er with Senator Cannvon and others, the
Tiger Division, just before it left for
Vietnam on American ships.

During the American Revolution, Mr.
President, Lord North, for King George
III, made an arrangement with the Duke
of Hesse-Cassel in Germany to furnish
thousands of Hessian seldiers, and the
British Government paid thousands of
pounds to the Duke of Hesse-Cassel for
those soldiers, and sent them over to the
American Colonies to fight on the side of
the British soldiers. We contemptuously
termed those Hessian soldiers “merce-
naries.” ;

Today, the Pentagon says, “Oh, no,
these Koreans are not mercenaries.”
However, it is true that our President
has added $150 million to the treasury
of the Republic of South Korea. It is
true that when President Marcos of the
Philippines was in our country, we in-
creased the allowance of aid to the Phil-
ippine Republic by $50 million at one
time and $100 million another, and fol-
lowing that event, the Philippines sent
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over the noncombat engineers. Buf it
would be horrifying to the generals in the
Pentagon were we to term them ‘‘mer-
cenaries.”

The distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee asked about the percentage of
Vietcong who are Communists.
Throughout their history the Vietnam-
ese people had, over the centuries, re-
pelled Chinese aggression time and time
again. During World War II, Vietnam
was taken over by the Japanese. Im-
mediately after the war the Japanese
withdrew. Almost immediately the
forces of liberation and freedom erupted
in Vietnam. The French tried to re-
store their colonial empire in Indochina.
They failed. Only 12,000 Frenchmen
surrendered at Dienbienphu, but France
had been bled white, one might say,
by the fighting. So, following the
Geneva agreement—which we approved
but which we did not sign—240,000
French soldiers were withdrawn from
that lush Indo-Chinese empire, consist-
ing of what are now termed Cambodia,
Laos, and North and South Vietnam.

Following Dienbienphu, a Nationalist
government was formed in North Viet-
nam under the leadership of Ho Chi
Minh. They had no elections. Ninety
percent of the population were illiterate
peasants. They had been waging guer-
rilla warfare for a long time. So, Ho Chi
Minh took over.

In the Geneva agreement, it was spe-
cifically provided that there would be
an election in 1956—an election through-
out both North and South Vietnam.
General Eisenhower, in his reminiscences
has stated that it was well understood
that if such an election were held, Ho
Chi Minh would have received 80 per-
cent of the votes of the people of Viet-
nam, both north and south of the 17th
parallel.

So, at our insistence the election was
called off. Then the CIA brought Diem
who was then living in this country and
he was installed as President. He was
not elected President, but he became
President of the Saigon government,
and ruled until 1963 when he was over-
thrown by a coup in which I am afraid
the truth is—and it will come out in
time—our military and our CIA partieci-
pated.

Mr. President, yesterday on the tele-
vision program “Meet the Press,” I
listened to Gen. Earle Wheeler, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

It was somewhat terrifying to me, as
an American who in his earlier days,
during World War II served for most of
37 months in the combat zones in north
Africa and Italy—having been one of the
most terrified soldiers in the Fifth Army
at the Anzio beachhead—to hear the
Chief of Staff of our Armed Forces dis-
cussing the foreign policy of our country
and not military matters.

The Chief of Staff was asked: “Do you
favor an extension of the test ban
treaty?” L

We entered into a limited nuclear test
ban treaty with Great Britain, the Soviet
Union and other nations. That treaty
was patiently sought for by three Amer-
ican Presidents, President Truman,
President Eisenhower, and President
Kennedy. The treaty was finally
achieved during the administration of
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the late great President John F. Ken-
nedy, due to his efforts and those of his
Ambassador at Large, Averell Harriman,
An extension of the limited nuclear test
ban treaty is now being considered.

Mr. President, our military leaders
should adhere to military matters and
not try to shape the foreign policy of the
United States.

I think that President Eisenhower in
one of the final statements he made be-
fore leaving the Presidency was correct
when he warned the Nation against the
military and industrial complex endan-
gering our liberty and our Constitution.

Mr. President, these are not being im-
periled by a rag-tag group of perhaps as
many as 8,000 despicable Communists in
this country. Far more dangerous than
that is the militarist-industrial complex
against which President Eisenhower
warned.

General Wheeler was asked: “Do you
favor an extension of this limited nu-
clear ban treaty?’' He replied: “No.”

This, during a period of time in which
our people in the State Department and
other high administration officials are
patiently trying to work out an exten-
sion of the Limited Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty.

Knowledgeable people know—of
course, the militarists know, but do not
seem to care—that in this grim period of
international anarchy the time is af
hand when the United States and the
Soviet Union—the two most powerful
nations on earth with the nuclear ca-
pacity to practically destroy each other—
must realize that we are facing an era
in which we should strive for coexistence.
If we do not achieve coexistence, we will
be confronted with eoannihilation.

I take a dim view of a high-ranking
general, such as General Wheeler, mak-
ing the statements he made on “Meet
the Press.” The general was asked
whether we could withdraw a sizable
number of our Armed Forces from West-
ern Europe where we have nearly 1 mil-
lion men and their dependents, most of
them in Germany.

Everyone knows that times have
changed very considerably from the days
of Stalin and Khrushchev. Every
knowledgeable person in the world knows
today that the Soviet Union is no longer
a have-not nation. We know that the
Soviet Union is a have nation and that
its leaders are striving to improve the
standard of living of their people. West-~
ern Europe is no longer seriously threat-
ened with aggression from the Soviet
Union. ”

It is obvious that the outflow of gold
would be stopped and turned the other
way if we were to bring some of our
forces home or send them to southeast
Asia, where they will be really needed
if we are to continue to expand the war
in Vietnam, Furthermore, our Operation
Airlift has proven that we can transport
and land in Europe within 36 hours and
place in the field combat-ready divisions,
fully equipped and ready to fight.

General Wheeler said he would have to
explore the terms of the agreement fo
determine what would be necessary for
the security of the United States.

That is a matter for the Congress of
the United States to consider. It is a
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matter for the President and for officials
of the State Department. It is not a
matter for the high moguls in our Army
of determine. It involves the foreign
policy of our country.

General Wheeler, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, then stated:

I do not trust the Russians.

He then added:

If history is a test, we should not trust
the Russians.

If General Wheeler is the intelligent
man that I know he is, he knows that
the Soviet Union has lived up in every
particular to its obligations under the
limited nuclear test ban treaty. We
have entered into a treaty with the
Soviet Union for the entire Antarctica
region and our scientists are working in
cooperation with those of the Soviet
Union at the present time. Very defi-
nitely, General Wheeler was out of line
in making those statements.

Mr. President, things have gone from
bad to worse in North Vietnam since we
have accelerated our bombing of that
area. Itisto be regretted that our Com-
mander in Chief did not even wait until
Premier Kosygin left London before or-
dering the resumption of the bombing.

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1967

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
hour of 2 o’clock having arrived, the
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business, which will be stated by
title.

The LEGIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 355)
to improve the operation of the legisla-
tive branch of the Federal Government,
and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the unfinished business be temporarily
laid aside and that the Senate resume the
consideration of S. 665, the military pro-
curement authorization bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 665)
to authorize appropriations during the
fiscal year 1967 for procurement of air-
craft, missiles, and tracked combat ve-
hicles and research, development, test,
evaluation, and military construction for
the Armed Forces, and for other pur-
poses,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of the bill.

EXPANSION OF US. MILITARY
OFFENSIVE IN SOUTH VIETNAM

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
it has seemed to me that it was exceed-
ingly ill timed not to afford an opportu-
nity for Kosygin at least to return to
his homeland and make a complete re-
port before we resumed our bombing of
North Vietnam. It has seemed to me,




February 27, 1967

as a humble Member of the Senate, that
it was in bad taste and was offensive to
Pope Paul VI, who is striving so hard to
bring all parties concerned to a confer-
ence table. It was offensive, it seemed to
me, to Security General U Thant, of
the United Nations, who has been striv-
ing to have us abstain from the bombing
of North Vietnam and thereby to provide
further time for him to try to bring about
negotiations.

In addition, we should have considered
the turmoil and insurrection afflicting
the huge Chinese Communist state,
whose population of 750 million com-
prises one-fourth of the people of the
entire world. With Communist China
in chaotiec condition, with turbulence,
with fighting and killing going on there,
it seems to me that now, as never be-
fore, would be the time for us to do every-
thing possible to bring about a confer-
ence to see if a cease-fire or an armistice
could not be established in Vietnam.

Unfortunately, it seems to me, some
of the President’s advisers manifest a
lack of wisdom. I should like Secre-
tary of State Rusk to answer without
evasion one simple question. He has
evaded it every time it has been asked.
The question is: “Are you willing to
agree that representatives of the Na-
tional Liberation Front of South Viet-
nam—in other words, the independent
representatives of the Vietcong—may
sit as independent delegates at a peace
conference?” I do not want Secretary
Rusk’s evasive answer that they could
be represented by delegates of the Hanoi
Government, or that some arrange-
ments could be made. Obviously there
can be no peace or no cease-fire in South
Vietnam unless the forces of the Na-
tional Liberation Front are represented
by independent delegates. It seems to
me that in view of the unsettled condi-
tions in Communist China, in view of
the fact that Communist China and the
Soviet Union have a common border of
some 6,500 miles; that invectives are
being hurled by the leaders in Peking
at the leaders in Moscow; that the
Chinese are moving their forces along
the border; and that relations between
Peking and Moscow are strained as
never before; that now is the time for
us to renew our efforts to bring about
a conference that could possibly result
in an armistice or a cease-fire.

By the way, what has our intensive
bombing of North Vietnam accom-
plished? Many civilians—men, women,
and children—have been killed or hor-
ribly burned or otherwise maimed. No
doubt great damage has been inflicted
upon North Vietnam, because more than
half of our tremendous airpower is in-
volved and committed there, despite our
tremendous losses. Unfortunately, the
Pentagon generals, in telling of the
losses, were less than honest with Mem-
pbers of Congress when, in stating the
numbers of planes that had been de-
stroyed in combat, they did not include
planes on the ground that were de-
stroyed by ground fire. Despite the
strong assaults by our tremendous air-
power, one is reminded of the Luftwaffe's
daily bombing of London and other parts
of England day after day, night after
night, in an attempt to destroy England.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Instead of accomplishing what Hitler
thought he would accomplish—terrify-
ing the English people so that they
would sue for peace—the bombing not
only did nothing of the sort, but
strengthened the will of the English peo-
ple ‘and their government to resist. I
am fearful that our intensive bombing
has strengthened the will of the North
Vietnamese to resist, thus making them
appear heroic to a large segment of
world opinion.

It should not surprise us that at pres-
ent the rulers of Japan seem to be hostile
to us. The Japanese people have been
rioting against us in the streets. The
people of India, who have been kept alive
by our huge sums of money and grain,
are hostile to us. We have few friends in
Asia; and our European allies—certainly
De Gaulle—are exceedingly unfriendly to
us and are becoming more so.

Let us hope that the President will try
again to halt the bombing of North Viet-
nam, if only for a week or 2 weeks, or
until some definite date in the expecta-
tion that during that time a further ef-
fort will be made to restore peace, so that
the Armed Forces of America can even-
tually be withdrawn from South Viet-

nam,

South Vietnam is a little area, probably
less than half the size of the State of
Nevada, a little larger than the State of
Georgia, and one and one-half times the
size of my State of Ohio; a little area
9,000 to 10,000 miles distance from our
shores. It is not now, never was, and
never will be of any strategic importance
to the United States, Certainly, Saigon
is not an outpost for the defense of
Seattle.

The time is long past due when we
should take a further look at the sit-
uation and, disregarding for the time
being our militarists, give the greatest
possible consideration to some 600,000 of
the finest youth of America who are now
in this jungle area. It is said that some
2,000 of our troops there have been af-
flicted with forms of bubonic plague and
other plagues, some 800 or more every
month are afflicted with malaria and
other jungle diseases. In addition, hun-
dreds of these fine boys are being killed
every month and thousands are being
wounded.

Mr. President, let us hope that there
will be a pause in the bombing of North
Vietnam, and that during that pause we
will give renewed consideration to the
welfare and the future of those fine
young men who are over there. They
are not over there of their own free will.

Mr. President, I expect to vote in sup-
port of the Clark amendment which is
being considered to the supplemental
authorization bill. I shall carefully con-
sider all amendments. I hope that per-
haps soon we can devote the billions of
dollars now being spent on the Vietnam
war to the betterment of life in America,
rather than to fire $2.4 billion up in
smoke every month for no useful pur-
pose whatever.

I want to support the supplemental au-
thorization bill. In addition, I want,
along with other Members of the Con-
gress, to leave a better country to our
children and our grandchildren who,
within a comparatively few years—I will
not be here, then—will be the custodians
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and keepers of our country. I hope that
we may have a pause in this bombing of
North Vietnam so that we may give more
serious consideration and concentration
to the problem of trying to leave to those
who come after us a nation that is solvent
and mighty, with unlimited resources,
and in a peaceful world; a nation where
only minor attention will be paid to those
militarists who are preaching blood and
the destruction of a land 10,000 miles dis-
tant, which is of no importance whatever,
to the economic future or to the strategic
defense of the United States.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
MonToYA in the chair).
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(Mr.
The clerk will

CONGESTION IN THE PORT OF
SAIGON

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I
would like to call to the attention of the
Senate a letter to the editor of the Balti-
more Sun from William S. Gaud, Ad-
ministrator of the Agency for Interna-
tional Development. In his letter Mr.
Gaud presents the most complete ex-
planation I have seen to date of both the
dimensions of the problems of conges-
tion in the port of Saigon and the steps
that have been taken to deal with it.

As Mr. Gaud points out, the port of
Saigon was designed to handle about 1.5
million tons of cargo a year. But it is, in
fact, today handling cargo at an annual
rate of about 5 million tons. The fact
that its capacity has more than tripled
speaks for the improvements that have
been made. Obviously, still more needs
to be done. In hisletter Mr. Gaud speci-
fles the measures that have been taken
and the progress made. I commend it to
my colleagues and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the letter to
the editor was ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, as follows:

[From the Baltimore Sun, Feb. 12, 1967]
A LETTER TO THE EDITOR: PORT OF SAIGON:
AID STATEMENT

Sir: I have read Mrs. Helen Bentley's re-
cent articles on the port of Salgon with a
great Interest and concern. Mrs, Bentley
has vividly described the congestion and
some of the problems which one encounters
in the Saigon port area and in the staging
area downstream.

I am disturbed, however, that the focus
and emphasis of these articles will leave your
readers with the quite erroneous impression
that such conditions were not anticipated by
the United States Government, and that
nothmg effective has been done, or is belng
done, to correct this situation.

In making the decision to make large
commodity shipments to Vietnam, the
United States Government fully recognized
that serious congestion would inevitably oc-
cur in the port of Saigon. But what was
the alternative? Heavy demands for a wide
variety of commodities existed in Vietnam.
Shore supplies were pushing prices upward,
Serious inflation threatened Vietnam’s sensi-
tive economy.
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The United States and Vietnamese gov-
ernments determined that inflation was the
greater threat—a decision which, in retro-
spect, was correct. This choice, coming on
top of continuing heavy shipments of mili-
tary supplies, meant that we would strain
the capacity of the port of Saigon to the
utmost.

However, knowing that we must strain the
Saigon port facilities, we also set out to help
Vietnam improve those facilities as fast as
might be possible in the midst of a war.
This effort has already produced significant
results and is continuing.

The port of Balgon was designed to handle
about 1.5 million tons of cargo a year. FPrior
to the beginning of the military and eco-
nomic build-up in the summer of 1965, these
facilitles were adequate for Vietnam’s needs.
Today, however, the port is handling cargo
at an annual rate of about 5 million tons.
It 1s obvlous, therefore, that something
dramatic has happened to the port of Saigon
in the relatively short period of a year and
a half.

On November 26, 1965, there was a back-
log of 122 vessels unloading or walting to
unload. On January 31, 1967, there were
69 vessels unloading or walting. During
November, 1965, 218,000 tons of cargo were
discharged. During November, 1966, 415,000
tons were discharged. By November, 1867,
the monthly discharge capacity of the port
is expected fo reach about 630,000 tons.
Between mid-1965 and January, 1867, there
has been a 60 per cent increase in the num-
ber of vessels which could be discharged
simultaneously.

During the past year and a half, great im-
provements have been made in physical fa-
cilities, port management, cargo documenta-
tion and port security. While there are still
many problems in all these areas, much has
already been done, many thing are being done
now and many additional things are in the
planning stage.

It takes time and trained manpower to
design physical facilities, negotiate contracts
and get work underway, even under ‘“crash
conditions.” It takes time and trained man-
power to design and install new management
procedures and to improve port security.
These things have been happening about
as fast as possible under the conditions
prevailing in Vietnam.

They have been happening fast enough to
change the capacity of the port from 1.5 mil-
lon tons toe 5 million tons per year within
& year and & half. As a result, the com-
modity import program has been effective
as a key instrument in containing what
would otherwise have been rampant infla-
tion. Over 150,000 different commodities
have been procured, shipped and distributed.

Some of the specific physical improve-
ments to benefit the port of Saigon fol-
low:

a. Fourteen additional deep-draft buoy
sites have been prepared and a floating dock
for roll-on-roll-off loading has been put into
operation.

b. “New Port,” an entire new section of
the Salgon port, is partially constructed and
in use by the United States military. It is
scheduled for completion in the spring of
1967.

c. Expansion of barge unloading facili-
ties on both the Kinh Te and Kinh Dol
canals in Saigon will be completed within
the near future.

d. A new deep water berth, the “Fish Mar-
ket pler,” south of the main port area, is
now in operation.

e. A fresh-water facility for ships in port
has been finished.

f. AID 1s building the largest warehouse
complex in Vietnam, 676,000 square feet of
new clvil warehouse space at Thu Due, close
to Salgon. It Is partially In use now and
is expected to be fully operational by April,
1967. This facility possesses double the ca-
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pacity of existing port transit warehouses
for civil cargo.

g. Other Saigon area warehouse facili-
ties have been expanded to expedite port
clearance.

h. AID has procured or contracted for 552
trucks, 156 barges, 13 tugs and 213 pieces
of handling equipment (e.g., cranes and
fork 1ifts) to facilitate port operations. More
is being procured—all additional to the port
equipment furnished by the United States
military.

1. Ten coastal vessels and a 3,000 ton per
month junk fleet have been chartered to help
move cargo from Saigon to other ports.

J: The load on the port of Salgon has been
reduced by the expansion of facilitles at a
number of other Vietnamese ports including
Quang Ngal, Qul Nhon, Nha Trang, Danang
and Cam Ranh Bay. The capacity of these
ports has been increased more than three-
fold, from 125,000 metric tons per month in
August, 1965, to more than 400,000 metric
tons at present,

Increased physical facilities must be sup-
plemented by improved management in
processing materiel through the port area.
In this fleld, we have supplied many United
States advisory services. Typlcal examples
are:

(1) Since March 1966, a United States Cus-
toms Bureau team detailed to AID has been
increased from one to ten and will be ex-
panded to twenty. . . . This team is working
closely with the Vietnamese Customs Bureau
in its actual operations and improving its
procedures and systems.

(2) A four-man United States Census Bu-
reau team, serving with AID since August
1966, is assisting the Vietnamese Customs
Bureau and the Ministry of Finance in de-
veloping automated data processing systems
to provide rapld and accurate financlal and
logistical information.

(3) United States civillan and military
port advisers are assisting the port authorl-
tles of Vietnam in improving reporting and
inventory control systems and port opera-
tions,

(4) An elght-member team from the In-
ternational Longshoremen’s Union worked
with the Saigon stevedoring companies dur-
ing most of 1966 to advise on techniques for
increasing cargo handling capabllity.

(5) In September 1966, the United States
Army’s 125th Terminal Command arrived In
Vietnam to supplement the services of the
AID technical advisers to the director of the
port of Saigon and his staff. All of its 187
officers and enlisted men are assigned to the
commercial area and working in scheduling
of ships, unloading and warehousing pro-
cedures, importer notification, etc. The unit
has also set up a documentation system for
commercial cargo parallel to the combined
coverage of the four separate and distinet
Vietnamese systems maintained by the Sal-
gon port director, the ship’s agent, the steve-
dore and the Customs Bureau.

Also, as Mrs. Bentley's articles have noted,
there has been a need to tighten security
precautions in order to protect the incoming
cargoes. A few of the measures already
undertaken are:

a. The Vietnamese Customs Bureau has
1,700 employees, 1,300 working in the Salgon
port. Their enforcement operations include
the use of several large launches and 12
smaller boats provided by AID in September,
1966.

b. The Vietnamese harbor police has in-
creased to 600 men engaged In physical
security of the port area. It has checkpoints
at a number of strategic port locations and
regular water patrols covering 96 kilometers
of waterways containing up to 1,400 barges,
junks, lighters, and other miscellanecus
small boats, many of which double as homes
for one or more families.

c. The harbor police director also controls
the activities of a 167-man police field force

February 27, 1967

unit recently assigned to the An KEhanh area
directly across the Salgon River from the
main plers.

d. Society de Burveillance (Geneve) S.A.,
a private Swiss international shipping in-
spector, experienced in Vietnam, is under
contract to the AID mission to inspect de-
liveries of several types of AID-financed and
Food for Peace commodities, as well as to
check rice shipments arriving in the ports
of Qui Nhon and Nha Trang.

e. American MP’s board each vessel arriv-
ing at Cap St. Jacques and remain aboard
during walting, river transit and unloading.
These heightened security efforts are re-
flected in the fact that port area arrests for
improper documentation, trespassing, theft
and other offenses rose from a rate of 150 per
month in early 1966 to 500 a month by the
end of 1966, while reports of major crimes
dropped. . ..

I will not undertake to respond in detall
to the several unwarranted allegations in
Mrs. Bentley’'s articles, but two major ones
do warrant specific comment.

The allegation is made that AID is forcing
into the country commercial imports which
are not wanted by the Vietnamese merchants,
This ignores some basic facts:

With few exceptions, of which fertilizer
is one, all imports respond to requirements
registered by importers who guarantee pay-
ment with their own funds.

One of the major objectives of these com-
mercial imports, that of controlling infiatlon,
has been largely realized.

We are not sure of the exact nature of the
Salgon Chamber of Commerce remarks or the
motives in contributing to the allegations,
but it may well stem from resentment on the
part of some in the commercial community
at our strong measures to reform the com-
merclal import program in order to broaden
competition, eliminate a number of abuses
that had developed earlier, and substantially
reduce the opportunities for speculation and
unduly large profit margins.

Regarding the allegation that large un-
needed quantities of fertilizer were offered,
the difficulty in 1966 arose from the Viet-
namese Government's devaluation in June
(an essential step recommended by the In-
ternational Monetary Fund) which suddenly
doubled the landed cost to importers. How-
ever, the Vietnamese Government did not
properly adjust the ceiling price at which im-
porters could resell it. Vietnamese delays in
resolving this problem, over which AID had
no direct control, caused most of the com-
merclal dealers to refuse to accept some fer-
tilizer shipments. The temporary pile-up
of fertilizer ships was resolved by AID's mak-
ing other arrangements for its distribution.
The fertilizer was transferred to the account
of the National Agricultural Credit Office,
which has country-wide branches and which
is now charged with ordering, storage, and
sale to commercial distributors or direct sale
to farmers.

In closing I cite the judgment of Mr. Aus-
tin J. Tobin, executive director, the Port of
New York Authority, who has just recently
visited Saigon. He states: “The port of Sai-
gon is handling more than we have a right
to expect considering all of the difficulties
and circumstances, and the overriding neces-
sity of meeting requirements for large
amounts of military and civil cargo.”

WiLLiam S, GAUD,
Administrator, Agency for International
Development.
WASHINGTON.

REORGANIZATION OF THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERN-
MENT

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, there
is one very important matter on which I
was pleased to hear the President dwell
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in depth in his message on the District
of Columbia. That is his plan for a
complete reorganization of the present
cumbersome form of District govern-
ment, and its replacement with a struc-
ture more efficient and responsive to the
urban problems which Washington faces
in a century of rapid growth and inten-
sive development.

I am strongly in favor of home rule for
the Distriet of Columbia—I think it is
one of the keys to the District’s future.
But I share the President’s feeling that
we must act now to effect some improve-
ment in the structure of District govern-
ment—with or without home rule. There
is absolutely no reason why the Congress
must continue to accept an old form of
government that was developed to meet
old problems which have now passed into
history.

In 1874, when “Boss” Shepherd had
forced the District deeply into debt by
promoting his overly ambitious plans for
public improvement, it might have been
historically necessary to set up a Com-
mission government so that one person
could not dictate the sole course of Dis-
trict affairs. It might also have been
necessary, then, to assign an officer of the
Army Corps of Engineers to complete the
multitudinous public works commenced
by Shepherd.

But now, almost 100 years later, local
government has certainly graduated bhe-
yond the era of civic bossism. Yet, we
are still confronted by a commission form
of municipal government; a form of gov-
ernment which has proved so ineffective
throughout the country that it has been
abandoned by most cities which once
adopted it.

Whatever the high qualifications of the
officers assigned to serve on the District
of Columbia Board of Commissioners,
and the good works they have accom-
plished, the time has come to create a
new form of government with a new divi-
sion of responsibilities and—if you will—
a new vision of what local government in
the Nation’s Capital could be and ought
to be.

It appears to me that the action con-
templated by President Johnson is abso-
lutely right, necessary, and long overdue.
As I understand his message, the Board
of Commissioners of the District will be
replaced by a single Commissioner who
becomes chief administrator of District
government. A nine-member council,
roughly comparable to a city council, will
translate congressional mandates into
rules and regulations and be implemented
by the Commissioner. The council also
approves the Commissioner’s budget for
submission to the President and Con-
gress.

Even at first glance, this seems to me
to be a much more businesslike arrange-
ment for managing municipal affairs
than our present system.

We in Congress often complain a good
deal about the way the District is man-
aged. Yet, our complaints are less than
valid until we ourselves provide more
logical and more modern tools by which
the District can manage its own affairs.
District government reorganization is one
of those tools.

I look forward to the submission of the
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President’s reorganization plan for the
Distriet, and I shall give it my firm sup-
port.

THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSED
CRIME BILL

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, at
this time, I would like to say that I have
read with great interest the President’s
proposed crime bill for the District of
Columbia. The scope of these proposals
is broadly based, as I believe any effec-
tive legislation in the criminal area must
be, and it is my belief that these pro-
posals will go a long way toward stopping
and finally turning the tide of criminal
activity here in the District.

The proposal dealing with street cita-
tions is particularly interesting and im-
portant. I feel it will put more authority
in the hands of the police at the cru-
cial moment where a police officer must
determine whether or not to arrest an
individual or let him go. I believe that
this type of proposal gives the police offi~
cer another alternative rather than sim-
ply allowing him to decide whether or
not the individual should be arrested
and jailed, or turned free. It also works
benefits for persons accused of crimes in
that the citation gives that individual
greater flexibility in preparing for de-
fense as opposed to an arrest which
would require that he be taken to the
police station.

It is this kind of creative legislation
that is necessary if we are to effectively
combat crime while at the same time
protecting individual liberties.

I strongly favor the provisions of the
President’s proposal that I have men-
tioned and also support this type of leg-
islation in general. The need for action
in combating crime in the District of
Columbia is immediate, and I hope my
fellow Congressmen agree with me in
this regard and move with speed toward
enactment of this legislation.

VIETNAM

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, last Fri-
day, February 24, the junior Senator
from Washington [Mr. JAckson] made a
most interesting speech on the floor of
the Senate with reference to U.S. foreign
policy in general and our posture in Viet-
nam in particular.

Because much of that speech deals
with the same subject matier as the
pending supplemental authorization bill,
I want to comment about it at this point.

The speech is entitled “It's One
World.” There is no doubt, of course,
that Wendell Willkie was right when he
coined that phrase a good many years
ago and wrote a book about it,

It is one world. It is a smaller world
every day. It is a more complex world
every day.

But, because it is one world, it does not
necessarily follow that our present for-
eign poliey posture, both in Vietnam and
elsewhere, is correct.

The concept of a small and shrinking
world and the heavy responsibilities the
United States has in connection with
that world have recently been brought to
the attention of the country through
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
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hearings, at which skilled historians,
diplomats, and soldiers referred to Amer-
ica’s responsibilities as a world power.

Later this afternoon, I will discuss the
testimony of these very able gentlemen,
including former Ambassador to the So-
viet Union and Yugoslavia, George Ken-
nan; former Ambassador to Japan, Pro-
fessor Reischauer, now back again
teaching at Harvard; the dean of Ameri-
can historians, now teaching at Amherst,
Henry Steele Commager; and Gen.
James Gavin, a former distinguished sol-
dier and Chief of Plans in the Pentagon,
an Army man, former Ambassador to
France, and presently chairman of the
board of the widely known Arthur D.
Little & Co., of Boston, manager-consul-
tants for many of the great corporations
of America.

It is significant that the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson] started his
speech with the suggestion that perhaps
the main Vietnam battlefield was not
above and below the 17th parallel in
Southeast Asia, but was right here in the
United States of America, where the bat-
tle for public opinion is being fought.
I agree with this, as I agree with many
of the statements of the distinguished
Senator from Washington in the speech
to which I have reference.

He then stated that we cannot be de-
feated militarily in South Vietnam, and
with this I would agree, too; but the
main question is no longer, can we be
defeated on the battlefield? That ques-
tion was answered in the negative when
President Johnson, without a declaration
of war, undertook to send, first 100,000,
then 200,000, then 300,000, and now
400,000 American boys to fight in South
Vietnam and to bomb North Vietnam in
order to prevent a military defeat.

That military action by our Comman-
der in Chief—I say again without a decla-
ration of war—did stem the tide.

Before that action was taken, our
South Vietnamese allies were well on
their way to losing the war; and the best
military advice the President could get
was that, if we did not have this massive
intervention by American troops, mili-
tary victory would go to the Vietcong
and their allies of the Hanoi government.

But the tide has been turned, and I
agree with Senator Jockson that we are
very unlikely to lose the military war in
South Vietnam. That, however, to my
mind, does not answer the two major
questions.

First, can we win a military victory
at a cost acceptable to the American
people, and at a cost which does not in-
clude the destruction of most of South
Vietnam and most of the logistical fa-
cilities and wurban facilities of North
Vietnam, leaving behind us utter devas-
tation and hate for the white man on
both sides of the 17th parallel?

The second question is whether this
kind of war—a guerrilla war, a civil
war—which yellow men are fighting for
their independence against a white coun-
try—can ever be won in the hearts and
minds of men, not only in Vietnam but
across the one world of which we have
been talking?

I must recall again, as I have many
times before, the statement made by
President John F. Kennedy within 2
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months of the date of his assassination,
when he said—and I paraphrase and do
not quote—this is their war, referring to
the South Vietnamese; we can help them
with technical assistance, money, advice,
but they have got to win it; and, in effect,
we do not infend to try to win it for
them.

That was over 3 years ago. Senators
will recall in the 1964 presidential cam-
paign, President Johnson said time after
time, rebutting Senator Goldwater’s
belligerent position, that he did not want
to see American boys doing the fighting
Asian boys should do.

His clear and pertinent point was that
the liberty and freedom of all Vietnam
was the problem and the task and the
obligation of the Vietnamese, and not of
the Americans.

That is not so today. I think it rea-
sonably clear that most of the fighting
is being done by American forces. Many
weeks, and some months, the major
amount of dying is being done by Amer-
jcan boys fighting, ostensibly, for the
freedom of the South Vietnamese.

I do not charge that the South Viet-
namese Army has become militarily in-
effective. Occasionally we see evidence
of fine military action on their part.
But undoubtedly the burden of the war
has been transferred from South Viet-
namese shoulders to American shoulders,

The frequently stated American obli-
gation is search and destroy the enemy,
whereas enemy pacification—clearing
and holding—has been turned over to
the South Vietnamese. I suggest much
more holding than clearing is being done
by the South Vietnamese; thus, most
of the fighting, and the major burden of
the dying, is being transferred from the
South Vietnamese to the Americans.

For many years, the South Vietnamese
made no serious effort to clear out the
Mekong Delta, the rice bowl of South
Vietnam often leaving it largely under
Vietcong control.

Therefore, the rice-exporting country
of South Vietnam has now become a rice-
importing country. Who pays for the
rice? Of course. The Americans.

Thus, it has been decided to move the
American Army into the Mekong Delta
to search and destroy the enemy and
allow the South Vietnamese to clear up
the wreckage and pacify the villagers.
This, of course, betokens heavier Ameri-
can than South Vietnamese casualties.

So I find it not particularly edifying
when my good friend from Washington
suggests we cannot be defeated mili-
tarily, and that we must not turn from
one extreme to another. The first ex-
treme the Senator mentioned is total
withdrawal from Vietnam, and the
second extreme is total, all-out warfare
against North Vietnam, and perhaps
China and Russia, to win an overwhelm-
ing military victory.

I agree with the Senator from Wash-
ington in that comment. I know of no-
body in the Senate who has seriously
proposed the United States unilaterally
withdraw from Vietnam.

Let me make my position quite clear.
I believe I speak for other Members of
the Senate as well in saying we should
stop this search-and-destroy operation
which is costing so much life. We should
turn back to the South Vietnamese the
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burden of offensive action against their
fellow countrymen, the Vietcong, and
against the troops from the North who
are, in a very real degree, their fellow
countrymen also. Remember the pres-
ent dictator of South Vietnam, Air Mar-
shal Ky, is himself from the north, as are
many of his Cabinet members.

I would leave the Mekong Delta to the
South Vietnamese Army. I would accept
the views of Ambassador Kennan, Gen-
eral Ridgway, and General Gavin, and
make it very clear indeed that nobody
is going to throw us out of South Viet-
nam, that we neither propose nor choose
to get out until we establish freedom of
the Vietnamese to choose the kind of gov-
ernment under which they want to live,
whether there be one Vietnam or two.
I do not like to use the word “enclave”
because that has become subject to some
scorn. I would prefer to propose we
fight a defensive war.

Many successful defensive wars have
been fought through history. Perhaps
the most famous one was fought by Fa-
bius, the ancient Roman, when he finally
destroyed Hannibal, who had crossed the
Straits of Gibraltar and the Alps with
his elephants, and spent 2 unprofitable
yvears in Italy, trying to defeat the Ro-
man Army.

The situations are, of course, essen-
tially different. I do not believe even
the leaders in Hanoi think they can beat
the American Army in pitched battle.
Nevertheless, Fabian’s tactic finally
saved Italy for Rome. I would suggest
that, at an infinitely smaller cost in
deaths, in wounded, in materiel and
equipment, and in money, we could as-
sure that Hanoi—and Peking and Mos-
cow, if you will, shall not work their will
in South Vietnam and kick the Ameri-
cans out.

They cannot throw us out, and I do not
advocate that we should get out, and
neither does any other Senator. So
much for that strawman.

I throughly agree with the Senator
from Washington when he opposes esca-
lating this war to a far greater extent
than it has been escalated already, with
the imminent danger of bringing both
China and Russia into the contest, pos-
sibly loosing atomic bombs. A few mis-
guided individuals—I suspect some in
the Pentagon, maybe even one or two
in the State Department and in the en-
tourage of the President in the White
House, but certainly not the President
himself and certainly not the Secretary
of State, nor the Secretary of Defense—
advocate that kind of all-out war. But
so far, that theory seems to be largely
confined to defeated candidates for the
Presidency of the United States; and I
hope that it will stay just there, and
operate no further.

So this idea of all-out war is a kind
of strawman also—not a realistic alter-
native for men of common sense, charged
with the heavy responsibility of finding
out how we can get out of Vietnam with
honor. We shall never be able to get
out of Vietnam with honor by destroying
the country and inducing the inception
of World War III.

So I say again that I agree with Sen-
ator Jackson in deploring both those
extremes. But I suggest what we should
do, and are not doing, is to shift our
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emphasis from military action to a more
aggressive diplomacy and try to get to
the conference table, where in the end
this war will be settled, just as most wars
in our history have been settled.

My concern is that so many of my fel-
low Senators apparently lack a keen
desire to bring the war to negotiations
but rather seem content to continue the
war, with its ever-mounting list of Amer-
ican casualties.

Our clear-and-hold policy and our
pacification policy have been complete
failures.

I wish to read into the REcorp in that
connection a colloquy appearing on page
48 of the hearings on the pending bill.
The colloquy was between Senator Younc
of North Dakota, a member of the Armed
Services Committee, and Secretary of
Defense McNamara. If reads:

Senator Youwnae of North Daktota. Last
year, Mr. Secretary, you stated with respect
to the population of South Vietnam and Ky
government controlled 53 percent, the Viet-
cong, 23, and 23 percent in disputed areas.
With respect to the land areas you sald your
own estimate was that the Vietcong controls
60 percent of the land area. Has this situa-
tion changed in the last year?

Secretary McNaMmara, I do not think so,
Senator Young. I noticed some figures yes-
terday or the day before that showed that
the Vietnamese Government controlled, I
think they said, 54 to 568 percent of the
population.

Apparently the figures are up 1 per-
cent or, at the most, 3 percent over 12
months earlier.

I continue to read from the statement
made by Secretary McNamara:

I do not put too much weight on those
figures, because of the way in which they
are complled. But I think the figures I gave
you last year are fairly representative of the
situation today.

So we have not gained anything in
terms of population of the land con-
trolled as the result of the most aggres-
sive military operations conducted cer-
tainly since the height of the Korean
campaign,

We then come to an interesting col-
loquy, one which I find disturbing to
Senator Younc. Itreads:

Senator Youwa of North Daktota. Will we
greatly expand our operations in the delta
area this year? I understood a few months
ago that this was not scheduled for calendar
year 1967, but we are moving in there now.

That is my information, too. It has
been published in the newspapers all
over the country. We are not only mov-
ing into the delta, but we have moved
into the delta, and the various units
which have come into there have been
active. Accounts have been given of
one or two of the battles of the search-
and-destroy operations which they have
conducted.

All that Senator Younc asked was:

Will we be expanding our operations in the
delta this year?

Listen to what was done with the an-
swer to that question. The transeript
reads:

_Secretary McNamara. [Deleted.]

General WHEELER. [Deleted.]

General Westmoreland—

Sald General Wheeler—
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is going to put a brigade of the Ninth In-
fantry Division at a location in the vicinity
of My Tho, which ls south of Saigon in the
Delta [deleted].

The rest of his statement was deleted.

Senator Youne either asked another
question or made a comment and that
was deleted.

Secretary McNamara then said some-
thing and that was deleted.

With that kind of censorship, it is a
little hard for the average Senator who
does not serve on the Armed Services
Committee to have much idea of what
our intentions are in the delta. So all I
can do is accept what the newspaper re-
ports said, and it was on the basis of the
newspaper reports that I made my com-
ments a short time ago on our activities
in the delta.

I should like to read also into the Rec-
ORD & colloquy which appears at page 101
of the hearings between the majority
leader, the Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansFIELD], whom I see in the Cham-
ber, and Secretary of Defense McNamara.

Senator MANSFIELD said:

Mr. McNamara, on page 6 of your testi-
mony yesterday, you indicated the basic tasks
which flow from this war:

“2. To interdict the flow of men and sup-
plies from North Vietnam to South Vietnam.

“3. To exert pressure on the Government
of North Vietnam to cease its direction and
support of insurrection in South Vietnam.”

Am I to understand that this is a war
directed not only against aggression from the
North, but also is a civil war directed against
insurrectionaries within South Vietnam?

Secretary McNamara then replied:

I think the answer is No, Senator Mans-
fleld. That is not what this statement was
meant to say, nor is it my view of the war.
Without arguing the point of the origin of
the conflict, our analysis indicated to us
that it would not have started, it certainly
wouldn't have reached the present scale
without active direction of the action in the
south by the north.

Captured documents, [deleted] and other
sources of intelligence appear to support that
conclusion. Now having sald that, I want
to emphasize also that the direction from
the north could not possibly have succeeded
in activating the support it has had in the
south, unless there had been what I will call
indigenous support desiring to modify by
revolutionary action, the economic and
political institutions of the south.

I congratulate the Secretary of De-
fense on his mastery of the English lan-
guage. Listen to that again: “indige-
nous support desiring to modify by revo-
lutionary action, the economic and po-
litical institutions of the south.”

If that is not civil war in two words, I
do not know what eivil war is.

Senator MansFIELD then said:

Mr. Secretary, I understand your point of
view, I don’t agree with 1%, because, accord-
ing to the Webster Dictionary, an insurrec-

tion is “a rising up against civil or political
authority.”

I agree with the Senator from Mon-
tana.

I continue to read from the statement
made by the Senator from Montana:

It 1s my bellef that in its beginning this

was a civil war that has been added to by
the infiltration of Hanol.

I agree with that statement and I
vield to the Senator from Montana be-
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cause of his understanding and personal
experience as a result of several trips he
has made to South Vietnam.

Senators will recall the very able, if
pessimistic report he made to the Presi-
dent and to the Senate a year or so ago
when he predicted exactly what has hap-
pened: the continuing escalation with a
resultant threat of the onset of world
war III through the intervention of
China and/or Russia in the event our
military activities came to threaten the
capabilities as a combat force of the
army of North Vietnam.

Continuing with what Senator Maws-
FIELD said:

It is my bellef that in its beginning this
was a clvil war that has been added to by
the infiltration of Hanol. That cadres in
Very, very small extent did not start comilng
down until the latter part of 1964—

That is, from the north—
according to information which was received
from the Department of Defense and checked
and rechecked and not denied. So, to me, it
is a combination of a civil war in the south
and an attack by Hanol from the north, per-
haps to direct the war effort, certainly to as-
sist and to cooperate with the Vietcong. It
appears to me that on the basis of newspaper
reports recently, that we are considering
stepped-up activities in the Mekong Delta.
In that respect, I assume that you are aware,
certainly far more than I am—I am no mili-
tary expert—that when you go into the Me-
kong Delta, you are going into the most diffi-
cult part of all Vietnam, far tougher than
the central highlands and far tougher than
the area along the demilitarized zone, and
if I may be permitted, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make a few comments about the Me-
kong which can be refuted or confirmed.

It is my understanding that down there in
the delta, there are 25,000 miles of waterways
and canals. The people number 7 million,
clustered along the estuaries of the Mekong.
That the enemy is harder to identify in the
delta than anywhere else in Vietnam.

I interpolate that the enemy is pretty
hard to identify everywhere in Vietnam,
as many an American, who thought he
was dealing with a friend, who turned
out to be a foe, has found. This, of
course, is one of the great disadvantages
confronting a white army attempting to
suppress guerrilla warfare in a country
where everybody looks alike; where many
of those little men—many of them brave,
indeed—have chosen sides, just as was
done in the American Civil War, or the
‘War Between the States, as some of my
friends prefer to call it. But the men
fighting guerrilla warfare in Vietnam
wear no uniform at all. So it is indeed
difficult, as Senator MansrFI1ELD said, to
identify friends and foes in Vietnam,
particularly so in the delta. I continue
to quote from Senator MANSFIELD'S state-
ment:

That the Vietcong has an extensive delta
organization and continues to feed large
quantities of men, supplies, and money to
Vietcong units further north.

That, to repeat, the delta is a far worse
area to fight In than the rest of Vietnam,
and I think perhaps that might be given
some degree of proof by the recent am-
phiblous operation, which accomplished very
little in & 10-day period, if my memory is
correct.

Furthermore, that to many people in the
delta the Vietcong is a nationalist and a
village hero and not a Communist.
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I interpolate again that most of them
would not care whether he was a Com-
munist or not, because what those peo-
ple are interested in are at least one
square meal a day, a roof that does not
leak over their head, and an opportunity
to carry on a normal, peaceful life of
birth, death, and the raising of families.
That is what this cruel and dirty war
is denying them. They denied it to them-
selves at first through civil war, and now
the Americans have undertaken to come
in from many thousands of miles across
the sea to deny it to them in their own
country, in the interest of preserving
there freedom and training them in the
ways of democracy.

I return to Senator MANSFIELD’S state-
ment: “that years of war have taught
the Vietcong every aspect of guerrilla
warfare in the Mekong area. That no
North Vietnamese regulars have been
found in the delta south of the Saigon
area. That the delta Vietcong are mas-
ters at camoufiage, know all the ins and
outs of the waterways in the country-
side, and at present number approxi-
mately—.”

In comes our old friend “deleted.”
Senator MansrFIELD, I feel reasonably cer-
tain—he will deny it, if I am wrong—
picked that figure out of a newspaper re-
port somewhere, but now it is deleted
in the text of the hearings.

Well-trained battalions,

In addition, there is a large guerrilla force
bringing the enemy’s delta force to [deleted]
armed men,

One more statement. It is my impression,
too, that many Vietcong battalions recrulted
in the delta are now fighting in the northern
areas and they could be moved back., Is
that a correct summary in brief of the situa-
tlon there?

Becretary McNAMARA. Senator Mansfleld,
you made a number of statements, not all
of which I was able to note as I listened to
you, and I will comment on some of them,
and those I do not comment on, I do not
necessarily support, It's simply that my
memory——

Senator MawnsrFieLD. Shall I ask them one
by one?

Secretary McNamagra, You may not want to
take time. Let me comment on them. I
simply want to point out that my fallure
to rebut or comment on a particular state=-
ment doesn't mean I endorse it.

Then Secretary McNamarsa went on to
state that Senator MANSFIELD'S descrip-
tion of the delta was quite correct. He
agreed that the Vietcong are very strong
in the delta, as Senator MANSFIELD said.
He agreed that:

They are not only strong there, but they
use that area as a base of supply of food and
weapons for their forces in the central and
northern parts of South Vietnam, and, of
course, that is why it is important to begin
to weaken their hold on the delta.

What Secretary McNamara said in re-
ponse to Senator MansFIELD’S third point
is deleted. He said, however:

I think it is quite clear that the backbone
of their strength is represented by men in-
filtrated from the North to serve as cadremen
and leaders, and on his point I would take
exception with what I understood you to say
somewhat earlier—that it was not until 1964
that cadres, small in number, came down
from the North.

Let me point out again, however, that
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many thousands of members of the South
Vietnamese Army are also infiltrators
from the north. General Ky said only
a few days ago—and I am sure he would
not have made this kind of statement if
he were not convinced it was correct—
that there are only about 10,000 Com-
munists who form the leadership of the
Vietcong. We have been told that the
Vietcong army forces—regulars, irregu-
lars, and the North Vietnamese troops
associated with them-—total 275,000 men.
That includes some 45,000 North Viet-
namese regulars. So if those figures are
correct—and I believe they are official
figures; if not, they came from a reputa-
ble newspaperman who has been there—
that means that of approximately 230,-
000 Vietcong, only 10,000 are Commu-
nists. That does not surprise me very
much, because I would hazard the guess
that not many guerrillas fighting with
the Vietcong could tell you what the
difference is between a Communist and
a capitalist. They do not know, and they
do not care. They just want to be let
alone. They want the Americans to go
home and let them alone to work out
their own problems in their country.

Another interesting comment appears
on page 103 of the hearings. It bears out
a collogquy I had with the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] on
the same point last year. At that time
I did not have available to me the hear-
ings and the colloquy between Senator
MansrFIeLy and Secretary McNamara.

Senator MansrFIELD said, as quoted on
page 103:

Senator MANsFIELD. One brief question.
Does it cost about $400,000 to kill a Vietcong
or a North Vietnamese?

Secretary McNamara, I wouldn't like to
try to glve you a figure. If costs a great
deal indeed. The reason I can't give you a
figure is that it is almost impossible to de-
velop a meaningful estlmate of the incre-
mental cost of our operations in Vietnam, but
it costs a lot, let's put it that way.

I wonder what Mr. McNamara meant
by “incremental cost.” That is stylish
English.

Senator MawnsrieLp. Hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars?

Secretary McNamara. Well, certainly a large
amount. I have seen figures of $100,000,
$200,000. I haven't seen any figure reported
as large as $400,000, but it certainly costs a
very large amount. I would certainly agree
with that.

Mr. President, last Thursday I sug-
gested to the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Russert], who was unwilling to place a
precise figure on how much it cost to kill
a Vietcong or a Hanoi regular, that he
might take the amount being spent each
month on the war in Vietnam, which the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
agreed was approximately $2 billion a
month, and divide that figure by our
claims of how many Vietcong we were
currently killing. To make the figure a
little more accurate, it might be placed
on the 12-month basis.

The Department of Defense has fur-
nished us with figures with respect to
Vietcong and North Vietnamese killed in
action. For the year 1966 the figure is
55,000. So, if we compute the neces-
sary mathematics on the basis of $2 bil-
lion a month, the figure comes out to
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$436,000 for every Vietcong killed. I
suggest that Senator MaNsrFIELD was, if
anything, underestimating the cost of
this war in terms of what the Depart-
ment of Defense, much to my chagrin,
seems to think is the daily figure that
the United States is interested in: How
many Vietcong did you kill yesterday;
how many will you kill tomorrow; how
many are you going to kill today?

To me a constantly recurring statistic
does as much as any one thing to brutal-
ize this war and brutalize the American
people unless they are as shocked by it
as I have been, which I hope.

I was going to read more from Senator
MAaNSFIELD’S colloquy with Secretary
McNamara, but I note that it is so full
of deletions that it seems hardly worth-
while taking the time to do so.

About this time last year, when we
were considering a supplemental defense
authorization, Secretary McNamara was
before the Committee on Armed Services
and had this colloquy with the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Young].

The Senator said as quoted on page
341:

Well, in the course of the conversation I
had with General Stilwell, he stated that 80
percent of the VC fighting in the Mekong
Delta were born and reared in the Mekong
Delta. Have you any comment on that?

Secretary McNamara, Again, I cannot
reply specifically where they were born and
raised, but I think it is fair to say that a
high percentage, if not 80 percent, were re-
cruited from the South.

Again, we should keep in mind the
basic fact that most of the Vietcong are
South Vietnamese. Hardly 45,000 out
of 275,000 fighting men opposed to ours
come from Hanoi. Most of the rest are
civil war participants fighting for what
they think—and I disagree with them
strongly—is a cause which is in the best
interests of their country.

I return to the speech of the Senator
from Washington [Mr, Jackson]l. He
makes the point that we cannot justify
the cost of our Vietnamese stand in
terms of Vietnam alone; and again, that
we must see beyond Vietnam, for what
is going on there has its impact in Eu-
rope and all over Asia. With this I
also agree. I agree that the stakes in
Vietnam are related to our foreign and
defense policies as a whole because they
are destroying a chance for a just and
lasting peace elsewhere in the world,

And yet, in another way, they are not
so vital for us, for if we were not there,
the chance of peace would right now, in
my judgment, be substantially improved.
In other words, I suggest that many of
us have misread the stakes in this war.

I feel the most important stake is how
to come to an accommodation with Rus-
sia over serious problems that divide us
in Southeast Asia, Europe, the Middle
East, and elsewhere. Every day the
bombing of North Vietnam continues
places us 1 day further from those es-
sential negotiations which I still hope
can lead to a just and lasting peace,
coupled with arms control and disarma-
ment measures, which lie ready for the
negotiating table once the shooting stops
and the bombing stops in Vietnam.

Senator Jackson says we must oppose
the revision of the status quo, and I as-
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sume he means everywhere, by aggres-
sion. I suggest there are places where
our vital interests are affected and a
change in governmental status quo does
require us to intervene to prevent it. We
thought that was the case in the Domini-
can Republic when we intervened, suc-
cessfully only in the end, as a universal
policeman moving into the domestic con-
cern of any country where he believed
freedom and democracy were threatened.

I deplored our activity before in the
Dominican Republic and I shall one day
return to a calm and historical analysis
of that venture.

I must admit it appears to have been
successful. A freely elected government
runs the Dominican Republic, supported
and sustained almost entirely by Ameri-
can dollars.

But we did not do that in Cuba. We
got our fingers burned in the Bay of
Pigs. We did not move in with our
Armed Forces at the time of the missile
crisis.

I wonder why we found it wise—and
I personally think it was wise—not to
intervene in a military way in the Cuban
situation.

Nonetheless, we thought it so im-
portant, several years later, to deploy
over 400,000 men, and goodness knows
how many airplanes and naval vessels,
in an effort to—as we say—prevent ag-
gression, and—as they say—to remove
a dictatorial and Fascist dictatorship in
the interest of what they consider the
peace and freedom of their own country.

Thus, I must differ with my good
friend from Washington on the impli-
cations in his statement. It is not ex-
plicit, it is impliecit that we are, in effect,
the world’s policeman.

I suggest that we would be well advised
to take a good, hard look at a map of the
world and determine where our vital na-
tional interests would be affected by a
change in the status quo and the coming
into power of a government which we
did not like,

I wonder, if we would do that, how we
could justify not going into Cuba, which
is only 90 miles from our shores and, yet,
going in which such a massive force in
South Vietnam?

I suggest that U.S. diplomacy since the
days of the Eisenhower administration
has been heavyhanded. Perhaps great
power has come to us too quickly. But,
we have blundered, and blundered badly,
in practically every instance where we
have used naked, military power to sup-
port or to change a particular govern-
mental status quo.

I suggest that this is true because of
two things:

First, we are not sophisticated enough
to understand the limitations of power
and its wise use. Perhaps, even more,
because we have forgotten the famous
dictum of Lord Acton, when he said:

Power tends to corrupt: absolute power
corrupts absolutely,

Perhaps Senators have read the article
written by James Reston in last Sunday’s
New York Times, on its editorial page,
on corruption and ethics. I ask unani-
mous consent to have it printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objections, the article
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was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:
WasHINGTON: How CoORRUPT Is AMERICA?
(By James Reston)

WasuineroN, Feb. 256.—How Corrupt Is
America? This is not a popular question.
Moral speculation is “out” in New York and
Washington, but even the sophisticates of
the great commercial, artistic and political
capitals of the United States cannot avold
the question.

They have been through too much in the
last few years to avold even if they scoff
at the question of corruption. The assas-
sination of a President, the violence of the
racial struggle, the clvil disorders in the
cities, the war in Vietnam, the conflict in
the universities, the Oswald case, the Powell
case, the Ruby case, the Senator Dodd case,
the Bobby Baker case, the C.I.A. case, the
wiretapping cases, the argument over who
is telling the truth in the White House; in
the Manchester-Eennedy book controversy;
in the J. Edgar Hoover-Eennedy argument
about wiretapping—all this has produced too
many boat-rocking facts to be dismissed as
the silly moralizing of cranky world-bet-
tering reformers.

THE BIG QUESTION

In fact, this question about the corruption
of personal and institutional standards in
America is the one thing that troubles most
of the leaders on all sides of all the current
controversies. Rich and poor, black and
white, Republican and Democrat, hawks and
doves, are all worrylng about it. Of course
they are all complaining about the corrup-
tion of somebody else, but at least they are
united on one proposition—that something
is wrong, that there is now no common code
of conduct in the United States that unites
the nation and guides its people about what
is right and what is wrong.

Washington consistently tries to avold
facing this fact. The leaders of both par-
ties in the Congress know that the Central
Intelligence Agency's activities need to be
investigated, but they have decided this
week mot to investigate it. The President
knows that he is responsible for what the
C.I.A. has been doing to use university stu-
dents for intelligence purposes, but he is
passing the buck to Nick Katzenbach at the
State Department, John Gardner at the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and Richard Helms at the C.LA.

Nevertheless, these political maneuvers
will not work in the end. The Congressional
leaders may try to smother the C.I.A. contro-
versy, but some members of the Congress
will insist on talking about it in the House
and Senate. The President may try to cor-
rect the system quietly—and the evidence
is that he is trylng to correct it fairly—but
members of his Administration will insist on
talking honestly and openly about the facts,
and this is the main point of the question
of corruption.

The habit of honesty in the United States,
in its people and institutions, is still too
strong to be overwhelmed. Whatever else
can be sald about the press, it will print the
facts about the C.I.A. ties to the American
Newspaper Guild or to prominent newspaper
publishers. Whatever the Congressional
leaders decide to do about not investigating
the C.I.A., members of Congress will discuss
the problem.

TRADITION AND CONSCIENCE

Some student leaders may take money
from the C.LLA. and be quiet about it, but
others, troubled by tradition or conscience,
will express what they really think. Some
politicians will defend the Administration
regardless of what it does, but others will
tell the truth, even If it hurts their own
party. Some newspapers will not risk the
dangers of defying political power, commer-
cial power and labor union power, but a few
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will, and when they do, their disclosures
will be widely reported by the news agen-
cles and the radio and television networks
to the rest of the nation.

In this sense the Institutions of America
are not corrupted. They are under pressure
of various kinds but something in the tradi-
tion of the country keeps them doing what
they were intended to do under the Con-
stitution,

A good case, therefore, can be made for
the proposition that while there is plenty
of corruption in America, the corruption is
somehow exposed; and condemned by the
nation when it is exposed. Bobby Baker,
Adam Clayton Powell, Senator Dodd, all had
their day but they were caught. The legal
system trapped Baker, and the Congress has
brought both Powell and Dodd to the bar of
the Congress. The C.I.A. trled to conceal
its arrangements with students, radio sta-
tions, magazines, and student organizations,
but the facts came out.

Fortunately, the Johnson Administration
now understands this fundamental point.
It has stopped its secret funds to the stu-
dents, It is finally reviewing all its activi-
ties with universities, labor unions, and
other private organizations. It is looking for
ways to finance legitimate student programs
by open and private means, and the Con-
gress is now more sympathetic to this pro-
cedure.

INFLUENCE OF THE PUBLIC

The maill coming into the White House
and the Congress is a major factor in all
this—much more than the letterwriters
realize, These letters are expressing the
moral conscience of the nation. They are
arguing for equality of the races. They are
calling for moderation in the war, and pro-
testing violently against the past activities
of Powell, Baker, Dodd, and others who have
been accused of misusing polltical power.

Public opinion in America in this way still
exerclses great influence. It affects the de-
cisions of the Executive and the legislature.
It is for equality, peace, and freedom. It is
more powerful than the lobbylsts for special
interests. And 1t is a much greater force for
moderation in the White House and in the
Congress than is generally realized.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I fear
that the whole problem of misuse of
military power has not been given ade-
guate consideration either in the White
House, the Pentagon, or “Foggy Bottom.”

As the Senator from Washington
stated, of course we champion peaceful
change. That is easy. The big ques-
tion is, advocates of peaceful change and
resisters of aggression though we may
be, have we read the facts right when we
justify sending 400,000 young Americans
into the jungles in southeast Asia to in-
tervene in what is essentially a dirty
little civil war?

I suspect that we blundered because
we overreached ourselves, not under-
standing the wise use of that enormous
power which we possess today.

The Senator from Washington sug-
gests that we should be governed by the
old-fashioned balance-of-power theory.

That balance of power did succeed for
almost 100 years, from the Treaty of
Vienna in 1815 up until the outbreak of
World War I in 1914.in, generally speak-
ing, keeping the peace. But those were
the days before nuclear war. Those
were the days before radiological, bio-
logical, and chemical warfare. Those
were the days when Europe was the main
consideration. Latin America, Africa,
and practically all of Asia were not par-
ticularly affected by the balance of
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power because there was no great Asian
power, as China has since become, and
as Japan was once—and will be again—
which could act as a countervailing bal-
ance of power against the white colonials
in that part of the world.

The Senator from Washington refers
to SEATO as a treaty commitment on
our part requiring us—perhaps he did
not say, “requiring,” but I suggest it is
implied—requiring us to move into Viet-
nam. This comment has been made on
several occasions by Secretary of State
Rusk, but only after he had made prac-
tically every other argument that could
be thought of to justify our intervention
in the civil war, which he denies is a
civil war. As I understand it, he still
contends that this is nothing more than
aggression from the North with the Viet-
cong the tools of the Hanol government.

This is a contention which, inciden-
tally, I think is becoming weaker and
weaker and less credible as time goes
on—particularly in light of the statistics
which I quoted a little earlier.

With respect to the SEATO Treaty,
let me quote a statement made by Lt.
Gen. Jesus Vargas, Secretary General of
SEATO, at the opening of the 1ith
Council meeting in Canberra, Australia,
on June 27, 1966:

“Viet-Nam, therefore, rather than being
held up as a symbol of SEATO’s alleged in-
action, should be looked upon for what if
actually is—a symbol of spontaneity, the de-
termination and the singleness of purpose
with which many free countries from differ-
ent parts of the world have come to the ald
of an embattled friend and ally. In relation
to SEATO in cular, Viet-Nam is incon-
trovertible proof of the wide latitude of free-
dom open to individual members of the alli-
ance to choose the manner and degree of
assistance to be rendered, or even for any
one member to withhold assistance or keep
the matter under consideration for as long
as it pleases.

“As we all know, assistance under the
Manila Pact may be either collective or in-
dividual. This permits member nations to
undertake, along with nonmember countries
holding common values and persuasions, and
on their own individual choice, actions nec-
essary to preserve peace and freedom in our
part. of the world.”

How could it be more abundantly clear
that the Secretary of State is wrong
when he relies on an obligation in the
SEATO treaty fo justify our massive
interjection of forces in Vietnam in sup-
port of one of the parties in a civil war?

‘We hear much about the atrocities and
terrorism of the Vietcong; and I do not
doubt that what we hear is true. I de-
plore it. I hold no brief for those ter-
rorists. But it is equally true that similar
acts of terrorism have been committed
by our allies, the South Vietnamese,
from the beginning.

If one has to choose between a Fascist
dictator who so admires Hitler and a
Communist diectator—if we can ever find
out who he Is—perhaps Ho Chi Minh
in Hanol; we do not seem to know ex-
actly who the eivilian or even the mili-
tary leaders of the National Liberation
Front are—I suppose we would have to
conclude that there is not so much to
choose from, as so many seem to
think there is, between fasclsm and
communism.
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Having said that, I wanted to maxe it
clear that I am significantly encouraged
by the efforts being made by the South
Vietnamese, without much encourage-
ment from the present dictator, Ky, to
create a constituent assembly which
would, in turn, draft a democratic and
free constitution.

I applaud that effort. I hope it will
be successful. I hope it will result in a
freely elected government in South Viet-
nam. But this will require the military
to keep their hands off that constitution.
They have retained the right to reject
any part of it they do not like. I sus-
pect there should be an obligation on the
part of the military also to see that there
is a free election, and that the candidates
for the legislative branch of the South
Vietnamese Government and, indeed, the
new President, will be chosen without
fear, favor, ballot-stuffing, or the other
notorious tricks of the trade to prevent
a free election.

So I suggest that the balance of power
is a dangerous doctrine in the nuclear
age. 'This is a subject on which my very
good friend from Washington [Mr, Jack-
son] and I have disagreed for a number
of years. I should like to state very
briefly the nature of that disagreement.
The Senator from Washington not only
doubts the feasibility or practicality of
arms control and disarmament; he does
not place much faith in the United Na-
tions. He feels we are still in a primitive
condition with respect to the government
of the world; that we must rely primarily
on our national strength, and not turn
to international institutions for the solu-
tion of these very difficult problems,

I agree with the Senator from Wash-
ington in part. It would be folly to ne-
gotiate for lasting peace from anything
except a position of strength; as long as
the Russians and Chinese are armed, we,
too, must stay armed. But there are in-
dications that the Russians, who have
come under far greater stresses and
strains than we have, are ready for a
detente, which would include not only a
treaty in terms of arms control, but,
afterwards, even substantial reductions,
if we only could get out of Vietnam and
stop the shooting.

I would like to see far greater emphasis
placed on the establishment of interna-
tional institutions; on the moving of the
18-nation Geneva Conference for arms
control along the line of ironing out the
differences in the proposal for complete
arms control and disarmament, which
was tabled on the one hand by the Soviet
Union, and on the other hand by the
United States, some time ago. I hope to
see further progress made in that direc-
tion, and I hope it will be made at Geneva
this year in terms of creating a non-
proliferation nuclear treaty and a com-
prehensive test ban treaty, including
underground as well as overhead tests.

I would hope to see the prevention of
an insane race for the deployment of
antiballistic missiles and a moving for-
ward with international cooperation as
opposed to international confiict.

I want to be fair to the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], who Is not
here to defend himself; but I am sure in
his heart he approves of the same ob-
jectives. However, I am afrald he does
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not think it a feasible or pragmatic
method of solving our problems in the
world in which we live today. There-
fore, he puts his reliance on weapons of
destruction, and I put my reliance on
the diplomatic weapons of peaceful
negotiations.

This seems to be, in a very ireal sense,
the major difference between those who
feel we should be working harder for
peace in Vietnam and a detente with the
Soviet Union than we are and those who
in their hearts still believe that the
Soviet Union is the same implacable
enemy, bent on world conquest, the de-
struction of capitalism and freedom all
over the world, and that we must con-
tinue that same fight against commu-
nism, which, in my opinion, has now
largely become obsolete, although again
I say that it certainly has not been en-
tirely done away with. But the oppor-
tunity exists now for us to move toward
a detente and away from conflict. I
would hope we could see it that way in
terms of the war in Vietnam as well as in
our relations all over this constantly
shrinking one world.

In this regard, I should like to quote
a comment by former Ambassador Ken-
nan in the testimony he gave before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
under the general heading of “The Com-
munist World in 1967,” a subject with
respect to which I think we all agree he
is one of the greatest living authorities.
He said, as shown beginning on page 56
of these hearings:

‘Well, it is true that I think we have wor-
ried about a great many more things than
we needed seriously to worry about in recent
years or at least that we have felt it neces-
sary to take action in more situations than
we needed to take action in. I think that
we must realize that this world is not going
to be without violence—not in our time, not
in any time that we can concelve of. There
{s going to be a great deal in the way of
internal violence within various countries.
There is going to be violence between them.
There is no slogan that I think is more false
than the one that the Soviet Foreign Min-
ister Litvinov used to peddle about in the
1930s that peace is indivisible. Peace is obvi-
ously not indivisible.

We have seen numbers of wars that have
been isolated, numbers of armed conflicts
that have not led to the use of arms.

It seems to me our first concern here
should be to prevent any war with weapons
of mass destruction that we conceivably can
prevent. This is our first duty, it s a duty
to our children first and then to ourselves.
But it is a duty that everybody should care
about.

Beyond that I think we should strive for
world stability, and try to reduce violence to
a minimum, but be extremely careful about
trying to distinguish morally between the
two sides in the varlous confiicts that we see
beyond our borders.

I interject at that point to say that
I believe one of the serlous errors that
can be made in connection with the con-
flict in Vietnam is making a determina-
tion as between the “goodies” and the
“haddies”; that the South Vietnamese
are the “goodies,” and the Vietcong are
the “baddies,” supported by the “big
baddie,” Ho Chi Minh, and Hanoi.

To me, this is a superficial and imma-
ture approach to the whole problem
which exists in that country.
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I return to quote Ambassador Ken-
nan:

As a rule the issues of these conflicts are
not identifiable with our own ideals any-
way. And it is a great mistake to think
that the devils are all on one side or the
angels on the other. We have had a tendency
to exaggerate the enmity of our enemies, and
to exaggerate the friendliness of our friends.
In international affairs there is always, as I
sald in my initial statement, a degree of
complication in relations between people.

I interpolate there again to stress that
in my judgment, my good friend from
Washington, who generally is support-
ing the State Department and Defense
Department line, has fallen into the error
of oversimplifying the conflict in Viet-
nam, and considering it clearly an issue
of black and white or right and wrong.
It is much more complex and more com-
plicated than that, as I have been en-
deavoring to show today and on several
occasions in the past.

I return to former Ambassador Ken-
nan’s statement:

Let's adjust to this, and then concentrate
more than we have on our internal prob-
lems which, as I see it, are really in a very
serious state. Let's be a little more willing
to let things happen without our interven-
tion in other parts of the world wherever it
does not seem as though world peace would
be threatened thereby.

I think the mein thing is to try to bring
about, as I have said, stability, to restrict
violence, not to put ourselves In a position
where we have to interfere every time the
guns begin speaking anywhere.

We have done something—I say ‘“‘we"
meaning the international community—
which is extremely dangerous in one way,
and that is we have authorized the estab-
lishment of literally dozens of new states,
composed of peoples without experience in
the sense of a national identity, in many
instances with a scarcely sufficient educated
class to mount a government.

Now, we mustn't expect that this is not
golng to have many adverse effects, or that
all that results is going to be stable. These
countries are simply not going to become
mature and established and peaceful mem-
bers of the international community like
some of the older small nations of Europe
within our time. We have to allow for that.

I think we should try to help them avold
armed conflicts. We should try to help
them with their problems of developing
within limits.

But we have to be careful about shoulder-
ing their entire burdens In any of these
things, and about espousing their causes.

I interject that our failure to heed
that sound advice is the prineipal reason
we are in so much trouble today in South
Vietnam. We have shouldered, or at-
tempted to shoulder, practically the en-
tire burden of the Government of South
Vietnam. We have espoused their cause
without giving any very careful consider-
ation to whether or not it is a just cause.
I suggest that we have deceived ourselves
by identifying the war as one of ag-
gression from the north on the south,
whereas in point of fact the civil war
began as long ago as 1958, and the
Intervention from the north did not
occeur until 1964; so that for 6 years it
was a civil war, fought by South Viet-
namese against South Vietnamese, with,
of course, on both sides many Vietnamese
from the north—because we must never
forget that Vietnam is really all one
country., The 17th parallel is an arti-




February 27, 1967

ficial division, created by the Geneva
Conference for temporary purposes, and
was not intended to last for more than
the 2 years between 1954 and 1956.

I continue to read from Ambassador
Kennan. Having referred to our shoul-
dering their entire burden, he says, in
conecluding the particular colloquy:

I can't repeat too often one thing that I
cited last year when I spoke before this
committee, a sentence from John Quiney
Adams, where he sald even where other
peoples' causes masquamde under the banner
of freedom we had better not be tempted to
take part in them. It s apt to prove that it
just isn't just quite that way.

We should have learned the lesson
when Diem betrayed democracy, but we
did not. Now we shall have to learn it
all over again when General Ky betrays
democracy.

I turn now to page 61 of the same
hearings before the Foreign Relations
Committee, at which Ambassador Ken-
nan was testifying, and the senior Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCaArTHY]
was engaged in colloguy with him.

The Senator said:

Mr. Eennan, in the years that you were
involved in policy planning—

I interpolate that Ambassador Kennan
was at one point the very brilliant diree-
tor of the State Department’s Policy
Planning Staff.

Senator McCArTHY. Mr. Eennan, in the
years that you were involved in policy plan-
ning, the years when you observed the devel-
opment of plans with reference to the Far
East, was there any time, when it was ac~
cepted that putting troops in southeast Asia
was a part—was within the defense perim-
eter of the United States.

Mr. KEnNAN. Not to my knowledge.

Senator McCarTHY (continuing). When
that concept was current, within or on the
perimeter?

Mr. KEENNAN. My recollection is that this
was in earlier years never accepted at all as
a principle of American policy. I don't be-
lieve from my talks with General MacArthur
that he ever envisaged a situation in which
we would want to put troops on the main-
land, outside of Eorea, and I can assure you
that in such planning as I was connected
with in the immediate posthostility period
running down to 1950—again excepting Ko-
rea which was a responsibility we had
through the surrender of Japan and which
occupled a special place—outside of that, I
don't think anyone ever thought that any
national interest that we had in the main-
land of Asia was such that we might put
troops there.

Senator McCArTHY. What about the point
of view of those who were concerned with the
containment of China by the United States?
Did any of them contemplate that the con-
tainment of China depended upon our main-
f;iinl';:lg strength in this area of Southeast

a

Mr, EENNAN. No, they did not. I think the
general view at this time was that we had a
vital interest In seeing to it that the Jap-
anese and Philippine archipelagos remained
in reasonably friendly and rellable hands.
We also had an interest of a negative sort in
Formosa and in Okinawa.

Senator McCARTHY. So that the arguments
that both the defense of the United States
and the containment of China are somehow
closely related to what we do in Southeast
Asla are relatively new arguments?

Mr. EENNAN. Yes.

Senator McCarraY, They are not in the
longtime plans or projections?

Mr, KeNnaN. I think that 1s correct.

Senator McCarTHY. Mr. Kennan, do you
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know of anyone—back at the time when we
first committed advisers in Vietnam—who
actually sald that this might develop into the
kind of commitment that we now have?

Mr, KEENNAN, No, although I am sure that
there were people who viewed what we did at
that time with a certain amount of appre-
hension. I can remember that on one occa-
sion, when one of my colleagues came to me
at the time of the crisis in Greece, when the
Greeks were faced with a guerrilla movement,
and suggested that we ought to put troops in,
I had to reply to him that the experience of
our intervention in Russia in 1918 and 1919
would suggest we should never put troops
into such a situation unless we could see in
advance how and when we were going to get
them out again.

I interpolate that at the time Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy made his state-
ment to which I referred earlier this
afternoon, to the effect that it was the
South Vietnamese people’s war to win
or, indeed, to lose, we had only 12,000
combat troops in South Vietnam.

“We now have upward of 400,000, and
very little of anything more to show for
it except a rising list of American casual-
ties and the other disadvantages of the
war in South Vietnam to which I intend
to refer after I offer my amendment to-
morrow in a speech which I shall entitle
“What Price Glory.”

I read again from the statement of
Ambassador Kennan: :

Well, I wasn't the only person who held
such views. I am sure there were many
people who had misgivings about seeing us
commit soldiers to combat in a confused
situation of this nature before we could see
at-what point we were going to be able to
extract them again,

Senator McCarTHY. Do you know of any-
one who had that apprehension who sald
nonetheless we ought to put them in?

I am trying to find somebody who said,
“If we put them in this is the way we ought
to be doing it, and I am in favor of it.”

We find lots of them saylng, “I didn’t
think it would go this way and if I thought
it were going to go this way I wouldn't be
in favor of it.”

Mr. Kennan. It seems to me most people
in a responsible position three or four years
ago were saying we never should have put
them in there. It is very diffieult to under-
stand how we got to where we got.

Senator McCarTHY. Wouldn’t it be better
to find someone who sald, “I knew it was
going to go this way and I was for it,” than
to find somebody who said, “I didn't think
it would go this way or I wouldn't be for it.”

But there is evidently nobody who con-
celved that it might go this way and who
sald, “We have got to do it anyway.”

Mr. KENNAN. I can't think of anyone.

Mr. President, that takes me back to
a concept which I have long accepted as
our wise military and diplomatic posture
with respect to Asia. I believe it is a
posture which would be agreed upon by
most thoughtful interpreters of our his-
tory in the wise use of our power.

Let us remember that when the Japa-
nese struck at Pear] Harbor in December
of 1941, there was nobody in the United
States who thought that the Pacific was
an American sea. We had only outposts
at Wake Island and Guam and the Mar-
ianas, and they had relatively minor
fortifications and very few troops to de-
fend them.

Honolulu and the Hawaiian Islands
were our outposts in the Pacific—one-
third of the way across that vast ocean,

There suddenly came Pearl Harbor
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and World War II, and we found our-
selves pledged to the defeat of Japan, a
Pacific power.

The French went back into southeast
Asia. The Dutch went back into
Malaysia, and the British went back
into Malaysia and Hong Kong.

It has always been my view, then
and now, that that was the problem of
the colonial powers of Western Europe,
and if they were able to maintain their
positions as colonial powers, that was not
our affair. If the natives decided to
throw them out and become independent,
that was none of our affair either.

It was my view that the outmost edge
of the wise American policy was to draw
a periphery down the island chain, start-
ing with Japan—and I would not have
included Korea—and running around
Okinawa, Taiwan, the Philippines, the
Indonesian archipelago, Malaysia—being
then a British hegemony—with Australia
and New Zealand to back them, and that
we would then be able to deploy in sup-
port of our diplomacy the military power
in which we excel: naval and air power.

We would be under no temptation to
put American ground troops to fight on
Asian land. I think that was a serious
mistake, and I hope in due course that,
having settled the Vietnam conflict on a
basis honorable to ourselves and fair to
our allies in South Vietnam, we will with-
draw and never go back to the mainland
of Asia.

I completely agree with Ambassador
Kennan and most regretfully, in opposi-
tion to the thesis advanced by the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Jackson].

In that connection, I reiterate that, in
my judgment, the balance of power is a
dangerous doctrine in a nuclear age and
should not be injected by us in South
Vietnam where, in many ways, particu-
larly since the current chaos in China
and the apparent willingness of the So-
viet Union to see peace terms sought after
and negotiations commenced, there is no
long-term threat to whatever balance of
power there may be in southeast Asia
which could not be adequately handled
by our diplomacy supported by our air
and naval power based on the island
chain, to which I have just referred.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson] then discussed with consider-
able force and clarity the importance of
our relations with the Soviet Union., I
agree with the Senator from Washing-
ton that those relations are important.
Perhaps they are more important than
even the Senator from Washington
thinks.

I agree with the Senator from Wash-
ington that the U.S.S.R. has great capa-
bilities, economic and military.

The Senator from Washington speaks
of the Soviet Union having broken its
word in Laos. The Senators can recall
that in the Vienna meeting, not too long
after his inauguration, President Ken-
nedy and Premier Khrushchev purported
to make a deal with respect to Laos but
were unable to make a deal with respect
to Vietnam, and that the Pathet Lao,
supported from Hanoi, broke that agree-
ment to which it was never a party.

The Soviet Union has been charged—
and I will not say without justice—with
having broken its commitment.
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My own suggestion is that is was per-
haps a commitment that they did not
have the power to keep and that there-
fore they should never have made it.

I suspect that Mr. Khrushchev thought
he had a great deal more influence with
Mao Tse-tung and Ho Chi Minh than it
turned out he had.

I would not myself accept the fact that
that arrangement between Kennedy and
Khrushchev was broken on the Commu-
nist side as uncontrovertible evidence of
bad faith on the part of the Russians. I
think it is evidence of the fact that their
reach exceeded their grasp and that they
made a commitment which they were
unable to fulfill on the ground.

The Senator asked:

Is the Soviet anxious to bring the war in
Vietnam to an end?

When I was in the Soviet Union last
November and had a long talk with First
Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov, a
man who incidentally speaks excellent
English and who was educated at the
Carnegie School of Engineering in my
own State, in the city of Pittsburgh, he
was tough. {

He indicated that the Soviet Union
would not in any way intervene to help
bring hostilities in Vietnam to a close.
He reiterated the famous four points of
the Hanoi government.

He referred to that government as “our
Socialist allies whom we must protect
and defend.” i

I left Moscow quite discouraged, be-
lieving that the Soviet Union was not in-
terested in peace in Vietnam; that per-
haps, like the Chinese Communists, they
would like to have the war continue un-
til the death of the last American, with-
out any commitment of troops on the
part of either China or Russia, although,
of course, there were massive commit-
ments of equipment and materiel.

If I have correctly read the newspapers
in the last few weeks, the whole situa-
tion has changed. I was particularly
interested that that change in situation
has been perceptively noted by an able
reporter who hitherto has been one of
the great hawks of all time, a belligerent
hawk, who appears to obtain from the
Pentagon information that nobody else
can get, and who has written so often in
the past of the need for total military
victory in Vietnam. T refer, of course, to
the well-known columnist Joseph Alsop,
who wrote several columns in recent days
or weeks, indicating that he has changed
his mind.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the column entitled “The Big
Blink in London,” written by Joseph Al-
sop, and published in' this morning’s
Washington Post.

There being no! objection, the article
was ordered o be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THE Bic BLINK IN LOonDON
~ (By Joseph Alsop) ;

‘What happened in London ten days ago,
between the British and Soviet Prime Minlis-
ters, was very much more important than
anyone has as yet admitted in public. Facts
have been published, but in a'manner three
quarters shorn of meaning.

- Briefly, _Prlma Minister Alexel Kosygin
went to London with a lingering hope that
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this country might still be induced to “stop
the bombing to get talks” about Vietnam.

More specifically, he hoped to persuade the
British to change their stand, and to joln
in the pressure that the Soviets had been so
persistently applying since September.

Kosygin's aim had been foreseen in Wash-
ington. Chester Cooper, one of the ablest
members of Governor Averell Harriman’s
“peace task-force,” was therefore sent over
very Inconspicuously, just before the Kosygin
visit, to give Prime Minister Harold Wilson
the very latest details of the situation as
seen here In Washington.

In the outcome, the Prime Minister and
Forelgn Secretary George Brown refused to
be budged from their position that the Presi-
dent was quite reasonable to refuse a bomb-
ing halt without some sort of reciprocal ac-
tion by Hanol,. Whereupon—and here is the
vital meaningful development—the Soviet
Premier took the wholly new tack of trying
to budge Hanoi.

For this purpose, the Soviet government, at
Eosygin's request, officially urged the Hanol
government to take quite Important recip-
rocal action, in order to secure the desired
bombing halt and the opening of negotia-
tions. After long delays (during which
Harold Wilson has confessed that he thought
peace was “within grasp’) the Hanol lead-
ers refused to heed Moscow's urgings.

But Hanol's obstinacy was really less signif-
fcant than Moscow's new flexibility. «When
one partner is deeply and painfully engaged,
and another partner is merely giving aid and
comfort, the engaged partner is always bound
to meet the first suggestion that he cut his
losses with an initial show of obstinacy. The
thing to note, in fact, is that Moscow has
begun to give this kind of advice.

This means, first, that Hanoi's partners in
Moscow now judge that the war is going very
badly for Hanoi. It means, second, that Mos-
cow serlously wants the war ended as soon
as possible. Without such compelling rea-
sons, Kosygin would never, indeed could
never have done what he did.

One informed judge has remarked that
“the Soviets were formerly trying to find a
way out that would save America's face.
Now they are trying to find a way out that
will save Hanol’s face.” Maybe that 1s put-
ting it a bit high; but the fact remains that
in Dean Rusk's terminology, there was a big
blink in London, though a blink at second
hand, to be sure..

The Wilson-Eosygin conversations had
some other vividly interesting aspects. Quite
spontaneously, for instance, and to all ap-
pearances quite disinterestedly, Premier
Eosygin strongly advised Prime Minister Wil-
son to remain solidly faithful to his Amer-
ican Alllance, whatever Gen. de Gaulle might
say about it. The United States, Eosygin
implied, mattered immeasurably more than
France.

Again, Premier Eosygin had the frankness
to admit, at one point, that no less than
100,000 North Vietnamese are now at the
front in South Vietnam. This figure means
that just about one half of the Vietcong—
indeed, rather more than half, according to
the enemy documents newly captured in the
“Cedar Falls” operation—are now invaders
from the North. /

The figure is far higher than any the U.S.
Intelligence has ever used. It points to seri-
ous deterloration of the Vietcong's structure
and popular support in the South; for such
an enormous Northern presence can only re-
flect an urgent need. It fits, in short, with
what Eosygin did in London.

One may be quite certain, moreover, that
what Eosygin did in London was only a be-
ginning. Buch new departures are always be-
ginnings, never ends. It is a ten-to-one bet,
therefore, that new approaches to peace in
Vietnam are now being jolntly explored, in
some back room or other, by Soviet and Amer-
ican representatives.

This does not mean that an end is already
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in sight—although 1t just could be. It is also
a situation demanding maximum American
self-possession. To budge Hanol at last,
maximum pressure must be malntained at
the front; yet in outlining possible settle-
ment terms, the most generous moderation
must also be shown. It will be criminal if
the first “smell of victory,” as Walter Lipp-
mann has put it, Is allowed to cause intoxica-
tion-from-success.

That fact remains that If we are both reso-
lute and generous, an end may yet be in
sight before most people have dared to
imagine. '

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, to laps
briefly info Latin: Mirabile dictu—the
hawk has lost his claws.

Mr. Alsop starts his column by saying
that what happened 10 days ago in Lon-
don between Kosygin and Wilson was
very important, indeed. Kosygin went
to London, hoping that the United States
could be induced to “stop bombing to get
talks” about Vietnam. When he found
that could not be done, much to Mr.
Alsop’s surprise—and perhaps this is
true; who knows?—the Soviets promptly
took a whole new fack and tried to budge
Hanoi, to get them to the negotiating
table.

I do not say that Mr. Alsop is the law
of the Medes and the Persians; I do not
even identify him with the Code of
Hammurabi or with the Constitution of
the United States. I am lost for further
analogies. But I think it is interesting
when this hawkiest of the hawks writes:

‘It.1s a 10-to-1 bet, therefore, that new
approaches to peace in Vietmam are now
being jointly explored, in some back room or
gither. by Soviet and American representa-

Ves. ;

This does not mean that an end is already
in sight—although it just could be. It is
also a situation demanding maximum
American self-possession.

With that, I thoroughly agree.

To budge Hanoi at last, maximum pressure
must be maintained at the front.

With that I disagree.

Yet in outlining possible settlement terms,
the most generous moderation must also be
shown.

I should like to see some generous
moderation as opposed to the further
escalation. I note from the newspapers
this morning that we have again moved
to escalating the war by dropping mines
from aireraft into the rivers of North
Vietnam, and are further escalating by
moving in arfillery to shell North Viet-
nam across the demilitarized zone.
We are also moving our warships in to
shell North Vietnam targets in a new
blow at the supply trail to the south.
These are actions which the senior Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, told me on Thursday he did not
know were even contemplated.

So we see, as Ambassador Goldberg
goes to the Far East on a mission to ex-
plore possibilities for peace, that the
Joint Chiefs of Staff have moved in, as
they have moved so often before, with a
further escalation of military action.
Senators will remember that it has now
been revealed that back on the 12th and
13th of last December, Hanol was ready
to say that if the United States called
off its bombing, Hanol would go to the
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negotiating table. Before the words
could come out of their mouths, we
bombed Hanoi and killed a number of
civilians right in the middle of the city.
Oh, surely, it was said to be an accident.
Oh, surely, we did not mean to kill
civilians. We were after some military
target, the nature of which I do not
remember at the moment.

So now, when possibly again, accord-
ing to one of the great hawks in our
country, peace may be just around the
corner, we choose to escalate the war
for another time.

I am concerned as to what the admin-
istration is up to. The President talks
a fine game of peace; and frankly, I
believe him. I think he wants peace as
much as anyone else in the United States
today. But just as there seems to be a
pretty good chance of getting peace, just
as he receives a signal—almost any sig-
nal—that Hanol is ready to talk, our
military takes over and escalates the
war, and if for no other reason than
because of a loss of face—a vice not con-
fined to the Oriental mind; many Amer-
icans, I think, also practice that vice—
and the chance for peace has gone out
the window.

I wonder who is doing all this. I
wonder why it is that the military do not
seem to be under that control of our
civilian government which is the basis of
our whole democracy. I will say again,
as I have said many times before, that,
in my judgment, the military ought to
be kept on tap, not on top. But they
wriggle out of the tap time after time
and seem to get on top just at the time
when their activities strike a serious
blow against peace.

I was startled on Saturday morning of
last week, when I was back in my home-
town of Philadelphia, Pa., to see a four-
column spread on the front page of the
Philadelphia Inquirer, our great morning
newspaper. The headline was:

U.8. Calls Peace Effort a Fallure, Says War
is Only Vietnam Course.

Who told the Philadelphia Inguirer
that? I do not know. Let me read a
little further:

From Our Wire Services. Washington,
February 24—U.S. officlals sald Friday that
peace efforts made this month have collapsed
and—barring a change of position by
Hanol—a military solution is the only way of
ending the Vietnam War.

What U.,S. officials? Faceless men,
again; a reiteration of that wicked
maxim—I use the word advisedly—by
which anonymous little men, usually at
intermediate positions in either the State
Department, the Defense Department, or
the Armed Services, leak stories to
anonymous reporters from our wire serv-
ices.

A scare four-column headline appears
in a great metropolitan daily to lead the
American people to believe that the
chances of peace are gone.

U.S. officials sald the response from Hanol
to the meeting in London of Prime Minister
Harold Wilson' and Soviet Premier Alexel
Kosygin in effect was, “Go to hell.”

What U.S. officials were using that
somewhat vulgar language is not dis-
closed in the article. Certainly, Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Alsop does not appear to believe that. I
wonder who was responsible.

U.S. officials said that North Vietnam had
concentrated major forces in and about the
demilitarized zone at the 17th parallel.

There were no assurances given by Hanol
that these forces would not be sent across
the demilitarized zone into South Vietnam
if the United States halted the bombing of
the North.

(At this point, Mr. Sponc took the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, here we
have a war scare created anonymously by
faceless men. I deplore this and I in-
tend to ask the Department of Defense
and the Department of State to see if
they can find out who these anonymous
men are. The Philadelphia Inquirer, of
course, will protect its sources. That is
proper newspaper procedure. But this
sort of thing is vicious and there should
be a way to stop it, particularly when it
comes at a time when many persons, in
addition to Mr. Alsop, think if we behave
with that wise maturity which Ambassa-
dor Kennan counseled us to follow, we
may be much closer to peace now in this
area than we have been for a long time,
and perhaps close to it.

Mr. President, that is why it is a wise
thing to have a far-ranging debate on
the pending business. I hope tomorrow
and the next day that many Senators will
rise and express their views on what I
have said, what the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. RusseELL] has said, what the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] has said
today, what the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse] said last week, and what the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Jack-
son] said on Friday.

Mr. President, I think it is high time
that we brought these problems into the
open and that we had a wide-ranging
debate. Perhaps the amendments which
I and Senator HarTKE filed—and he
played his part in the debate on Friday,
also—will provide the vehicle for such
a debate.

Mr. President, I say, in answer fo the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Jack-
son], in my judgment and the judgment
of Mr. Alsop—an unusual ally for my
point of view—the Soviet Union is anx-
ious to bring the war in Vietnam to an
end. I believe the consensus is that So-
viet policy has changed since I was in
Moscow in the middle of last Novem-
ber—for which I am glad, if it is true—
and we should explore to determine if it
is true.

I am gratified by the fact that Ambas-
sador Thompson, that wise diplomat,
has returned to Moscow. I have no
doubt that he is even now exploring the
possibilities of peace which might de-
velop from a Soviet change of mind.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson] refers to the antiballistic mis-
siles and their alleged deployment by the
Soviet Union. He indicates his grave
concern that we might let down our
guard and not follow suit, even though
following suit would cost us in the neigh-
borhood of $40 billion, and without civil
defense shelters which would have to be
constructed and made available fo our
people in the relatively small number of
cities where $40 billion would provide
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some kind of inadequate antiballistic
missile defense.

The Senator puts his emphasis on a
strong defense. I cannot disagree with
him, for I, too, think that within limits
we should have a strong defense until,
negotiating from strength, we are able to
arrive at a detente, which is so clearly in
the interest of both the Soviet Union and
the United States.

The Subcommittee on Disarmament of
the Committee on Foreign Relations,
which has as its chairman the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, and on
which I have the honor to serve, is pres-
ently conducting hearings on the anti-
ballistic-missile problem. Of course,
much of that testimony is classified. I
am not at liberty to reveal it, but from
what I have heard I do not have the
slightest doubt that newspaper stories,
which I have read to the effect that there
is no such thing nor will there be in the
foreseeable future a foolproof antibal-
listic missile system, are correct. Noth-
ing we have, the Nike X or the Nike-Zeus,
could prevent any one of our cities from
being destroyed by a massive attack. The
information I have received is that this
is true of the Soviet Union’s antiballistic
missile defense.

I hope that wise and enlightened diplo-
macy will succeed. I know that our dip-
lomats are trying hard to persuade the
Soviet Union to call off this expenditure
for a system which will not work and the
future tax of the economy would per-
haps bring it close to the breaking point.

The Senator says that we need to re-
member the art of doing two things at
once, Iagree with that. Possibly Theo-
dore Roosevelt was right when he said:
Speak softly and carry a big stick. We
are going to carry that stick a while
longer. Let us speak softly. Let us ap-
preciate that there is a good chance,
indeed, that the posture of the Soviet
Union has changed; that they are now
as anxious to move toward a détente as
we are if we can only get the shooting
stopped in Vietnam.

Icommend the Senator from Washing-
ton for his support of the consular treaty
with Russia. I think he showed wise
statemanship, particularly when one re-
members his inherent suspicions of the
intentions of the Soviet Union and the
speculation on the wide range of inten-
tions of that country. I think he showed
wisdom and maturity by stating he be-
lieved that the consular treaty should
be ratified as the first step toward what
could furn into a wide ranging détente.

I would hope that the Senator from
Washington—and I have not abandoned
hope—would join some of the rest of us
in urging reciprocal reduction of mili-
tary power by the Soviet Union and our-
selves. That action is needed and it is
needed before we break into open con-
flict because, as with children playing
with tin soldiers and little guns in the
sand, we have to commit those toys to use
to see if they work. We are fortunate
indeed, that that has not yet happened.

The Senator from Washington notes
that there have been some hopeful signs
in connection with East-West relations
in Europe. Having recently returned
from that part of the world I believe we
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should capitalize on them in terms of the
splendid speech which was made on Oc-
tober 7, 1966, by President Johnson, when
he indicated his desire to build bridges
between the nations of Eastern Europe,
Western Europe, and ourselves.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson] said:

We want to encourage more by standing
ready to cooperate with Eastern Europe and
the Soviet Union when cooperation is pos-
sible and by standing quietly but firmly on
the ready in case our will is once again put
to the test in Berlin or elsewhere.

With that I thoroughly agree.

In the third part of the Senator's
speech, he attributes the anti-Commu-
nist revolution in Indonesia to the strong
military stand we took in South Vietnam.
This must be a matter of judgment. My
judgment is not in accord with that of
the Senator from Washington. I be-
lieve that the revolution in Indonesia
would have occurred because of the pe-
culiar situation in that country, whether
we had g single American soldier on the
land mass of Asia in Vietnam. But, I
cannot prove it, and he cannot prove it.
This must be a question of judgment
which I think, to some extent, reflects
our varying points of view in the appro-
propriate use of military power.

I quote from an article written by
Seymour Topping and published in the
New York Times, provided to me by the
Library of Congress. 'On August 25 he
writes:

Although some military men feel that
United States action in Vietnam helped to
shield Indonesia from Communist infiltra-
tion, the Jakarta government officials and
public generally are opposed to the Vietnam
policy of the Johnson Administration.
Malik—

That is the Indonesian Foreign Min-
ister—
believes that Asian security problems should
be solved by the Asians themselves on the
basis of regional cooperation.

Malik is one of the triumvirate which
is presently governing Indonesia. He,
Malik, says that Indonesia will join in
developing Southeast Asia regional orga-
nizations, but he feels that in their early
stages such groups should exercise eco-
nomic rather than military action.

Mr. President, Mr. Malik came to
Washington on September 27, 1966, and
he treaded carefully on the Vietnam is-
sue. In an obvious effort to avoid com-
plicating current aid for Indonesia nego-
tiations, he took a guarded stand in favor
of a cessation of U.S. bombing in North
Vietnam at a news conference reported
111; gge Washington Post on September 28,

Thus, I suggest that the consensus of
available information would be that the
Indonesians, after their anti-Commu-
nist revolution—and for that matter, be-
fore it—did not believe that our infer-
vention in South Vietnam was of any
particular assistance to their cause.

Let me point out that Indonesia is one
of three countries which got rid of its
Communists without the aid of a single
American soldier. The other two coun-
tries were Burma and the Philippines.

Perhaps we would do better if we uti-
lized our diplomacy, and perhaps the
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Peace Corps, to aid the economic ad-
vancement of these countries through
our aid program rather than landing
soldiers on their shores to kill the natives
in an effort to give them the freedom
which they know little, if anything,
about.

The Senator said that “to know Red
China is to fear its ambitions.”

Perhaps Red China has bellicose in-
tentions toward the other nations of
Southeast Asia. They have had them
for thousands of years and they have
never been able to take over yet. But,
I wonder, under current conditions,
whether Red China has the capability of
moving any soldiers very far south of
its own borders.

I am certainly no military expert, but
everything I have been able to read and
to hear is to the effect that certainly
since the recent chaos overtook Commu-
nist China—and probably before then—
they had great defensive capability; one
would be unwise to attempt to invade
Red China; but their offensive capabil-
ity was slight, indeed. Their adventures
into Tibet and on the borders of India
are not evidence to the contrary.

The Senator also refers fo opinion in
Japan. He says in effect:

There has been a remarkable shift of opin-
fon in Japan as that country has watched the
hard line followed by Peking in Vietnam
and In international affalrs generally.

I interpolate to say that Japan has
watched the hard line which we have
taken in South Vietnam since we put
massive American forces and firepower
in there to the tune of hundreds of thou-
s%nds of men in the spring and summer
of 1965.

Japan—

Continues the Senator from Wash-
ington—
was at first very critical of the American
buildup in Vietnam, We know the good
historical reasons why this should be so.
But today there is open discussion in Japan,
inconceivable two years ago, of the impor-
tance to Japan of keeping ready access to
the markets of Southeast Asia and not hav-
ing an unfriendly power in control of the
Stralts of Malacea. It has not been lost to
the Japanese that the United States has no
territorial ambitions in North Vietnam or
in Vietnam at all, that 1t is willing to permit
the Communist government in the northern
half of the country to continue and that
it has hoped to bring about a degree of politi-
cal stability in the south.

This may well be true, but let me quote
from the testimony of our very able
former Ambassador to Japan, Mr.
Reischauer, given a couple of weeks ago
before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee—actually it was January 31
of this year—on the subject of Asia, the
Pacific, and the United States.

Note this carefully:

Mr. REiscHAUER. The Japanese public is
very much afrald that America may be fol-
lowing the unhappy course Japan took in the
19308 and 1840s in its relationships with
China, and that is one of the reasons for the
strong public reaction to our Vietnam
policies in Japan, because they see us fol-
lowing an essentially military course that
might get us further and further involved
with these great masses of people on the
Aslan continent, and they learned them-
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selves that they cannot be controlled by
military means,
I do not think we are doing that—

Says Ambassador Reischauer, and I
interject there to say that I think we are
doing just that.

Ambassador Reischauer continues:

I do not think we are doing that, but this
is what the Japanese think we may be get-
ting into.

The CHAmRMAN. I have been told the Jap-
anese approve of what we are doing down
there. Would you elaborate a bit on that?

- - L] L] L

Mr, RerscHAUER. This is a very compli-
cated thing to talk about, because, after all,
there are 100 million Japanese with different
points of view.

- * L L] L]

The Government which, of course, has
close contacts with us, and has had a dialog
with us all along, I think understands our
position fairly well and has tended to say
that 1t understood. That is the strongest
phrase they used in giving us their support
there. They have never quite dared to say
that they support us because there is a great
deal of opposition to our policies on the
part of the general public in Japan.

I think the average Japanese would be wor-
ried if we were to pull out.

So would I, without a sensible and
honorable peace.

Continuing to read from Mr. Reis-
chauer’s testimony:

They would see this as leading to great
disruption in the whole of southeast Asia,
and they have much greater interests there
than we do, so they do not want to see that
happen.

And neither do I, but I want to see us
stay and withdraw gradually, after a just
peace and some contribution on our part
to reviving the economy which we have
played so large a part in wrecking.

On the other hand—

Says the Ambassador—

they have an instinctive revulsion at seeing
what is essentially a Caucasian nation with
superior weapons fighting Asian people with-
out those weapons, and they identify them-
selves naturally with the people being
bombed, and this is not surprising, because
we bombed Japan ourselves 21 years ago,
and so they think of themselves more in
terms of bombees rather than bombers.

So I, with great reluctance, cannot
agree with my friend from Washington
in his analysis of Japanese opinion.

The Senator from Washington says
we seek a limited victory; and I agree
with that, too. He says it is obtainable.
I believe it is obtainable, but not by mili-
tary means. We need political action,
and not a military solution, to bring this
war to an honorable end.

The word must go through diplomacy,
and not by force of arms. Are we suc-
ceeding?

I have tried to make a record with
respect to that earlier this afternoon.
I suggest that while it may be that our
military efforts are beginning to become
more successful than they were in the
past, all the indications of military
strength suggest we are not any closer
to the subjugation of the Vietcong and
the pacification of South Vietnam than
we were at the time the infiltration
started and the guerrilla warfare com-
menced. All the massive strength of the
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United States of America, deployed in
that country, now for more than 18
months, has had very little impact.

I cannot help remembering so well
that General Harkins and General Tay-
lor, and even Secretary of Defense Mc-
Namara, have said it is almost over,
that we are winning, that the war is com-
ing toan end. The Secretary once prom-
ised even to bring the boys home by
Christmas 1965. General Taylor once
indicated that in 3 or 4 months, from
the time he spoke, the war would be
won.

We all know the story of the little boy
who ran into the village and cried “wolf.”
This is the reverse of the situation in
Vietnam. The story goes that each time
the little boy cried “wolf,” the village
men ran out with their sticks and other
weapons, and the little boy roared with
laughter, because there was no wolf.
Are we going to continue to accept the
military’s word when they predict vic-
tory? We started doing it many years
ago and here it is the winter of 1967. So
I suggest we remember that, when we
hear that recent military operations have
taken a turn for the better and that
Hanoi is about to give up and the Viet-
cong about to return to their destroyed
villages. As one Senator, I will believe
it when I see it. I hope I am wrong.
I hope the military is right. But I must
admit that past experience does not give
one much confidence in its predictions.

I want to say a word about the
bombing. The Senator from Washing-
ton appears to believe that the bombing
of the north has had at least a per-
ceptible, if not a significant, effect in
curtailing infiltration from the south;
and perhaps he has evidence to sustain
that position, but, from what I have
been able to learn from the hearings
held before the Armed Services Commit-
tee, there is no such contention on the
part of the military.

At page 73 of the hearings, Secretary
McNamara is quoted as having said:

I believe that the campaign against the
north has been successful, and I say that
for two reasons, First, because the objec-
tives were just exactly what you say has been
a.ccolr;:pnshed. to increase the morale of the
south.

At what cost do we increase the morale
of General Ky and his military and air
force cohorts?

I resume reading what Secretary Mec-
Namara said:

Everybody will agree to that. Second, to
increase the cost to the north of infiltration
to the south,

Note carefully, not to stop it, but to
increase its cost. He then continues:

Roughly 200,000 to 300,000 people in the
north have been diverted from other activi-
ties to, in effect, repairing the damage to the
lines of communication caused by our
bombing., So the cost to infiltrate these lim-
ited quantities of men and equipment to
the south has increased dramatically.

Third, to ralse the political price pald by
the north to continue the campalgn In the
- south, and as you pointed out, that has defi-
nitely been done. So I would say those were
the stated objectives we had in mind and we
have accomplished them.

The second reason I say it's a success is
that there 1sn’'t anything they would like to
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get rid of more at the moment, that I can
tell, than the bombing [deleted]. So for
both of those reasons I think it has been a
Buccess.

Now note this:

But I never belleved in the past, and I
don’'t believe today, that air bombardment
on any acceptable scale will stop or sig-
nificantly reduce the movement of such small
numbers of men and such small quantities of
material as are being sent from the north
to the south.

Are they, then, so small? We have
been told various figures at different
times: 3,600 a month; 7,500 a month; a
total, according to our last count, of 45,-
000 last year, plus possibly 26,000 more
who have not been actually identified.

I charge that North Vietnam can send
just exactly as many people into South
Vietnam as it wants to, and if it has not
sent any more, it is not because the bomb-
ing has stopped or even slowed them, but
because it did not want to send any more.
We all know Ho Chi Minh has a large,
well trained army, which he has not com-
mitted to the south at all. Any time
he wants to, in my opinion, he can.

I am not in a position to reveal the
source of that statement, but I am con-
vinced that it is correct.

So I would say that our diplomacy
should be a little more skillful, and not
so blundering; that we should have taken
and should take all initiative and every
opportunity to get negotiations started.
If we have to stop the bombing again, to
see if it will work, let us stop the bomb-
ing. If it does not work, we can always
start the bombing again. But let us re-
member that the bombing does not do us
much good. Even Secretary McNamara's
statements, if we analyze them carefully,
do not differ along those lines.

Let me read from another statement
by the Secretary. It appears on page 57
of the hearings:

Undoubtedly the bombings do limit the
capability of the North Vietnamese to in-
filtrate men and equipment into the south.
I think just a priori one could arrive at that
conclusion. But it is not clear that the limit
that results is below the level that the North
Vietnamese planned on, and in any event, it
is not below the level necessary to support
the force in the south at the present time.

Apparently Secretary McNamara there
is saying that it is just the intentions of
Hanol, and not the bombing, that is cur-
tailing infiltration into the south. They
just do not want to send any more down
there at the present time; and perhaps
they are wise.

So I would suggest that a little more
skillful diplomacy could be conducted, in
the hope of getting together over the
negotiating table, without threatening in
any way the lives of “our boys in the
jungles and the elephant grass,” as so
many of my fellow Senators love poeti-
cally to say from time to time, when they
feel they do not want the bombing
stopped.

I do not believe a single additional
American boy’s life would be in jeopardy
if we stopped the bombing. I could be
wrong. I do not know. This must be
just an individual judgment. I know
that former Senator Goldwater said re-
cently that during the truce, the trucks
were bumper to bumper from North
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Vietnam to South Vietnam, carrying ad-
ditional ammunition and materiel to kill
our boys. I do not know whether any-
body verified that comment, and I would
be interested to see to what extent, if at
all, during the truce, significant addi-
tional supplies or men were infiltrated
from the north to the south. Again I
say I might be wrong, and I shall await
with interest a reply to that inquiry.

The complaint is made that Russian
mines and antiaircraft are being used
against our shipping and our airplanes.
But is this anything more than the op-
posite number of our bombing and our
naval activity, and now our mining of
the rivers of North Vietnam? What we
have to get into our heads is that Soviet
Russia is a natural ally of the Socialists
in North Vietnam, to the same extent
as we have become, to my way of think-
ing, a rather unnatural ally of the Ky
government in South Vietnam; and to
the extent that the two powers are en-
gaged, of course, we are going to protect
our friends. That has been the history
of alliances and warfare since the begin-
ning of time.

The Senator says that Hanoi could stop
the bombing by stopping the infiltration.
I wonder what the record of infiltration
has been since the first of this year. I
walt with interest some figures on that.
It was not too long ago that the
columnist, Joseph Alsop, averred that our
bombing had pretty well dried up the
infiltration of South Vietnam from the
north. Yet, I repeat, highly responsible
intelligence sources say that that is not
so, and if the infiltration has leveled off,
as perhaps it has—and I should like to
know—I would suggest it is not because
of the bombing, but because Ho Chi Minh
decided he did not wish to commit any
more regular troops to the south.

Mr, President, let me say in conclusion
that I welcome the speech of the Senator
from Washington. It is a temperate
speech. It does not wrap the flag around
anyone. If one makes the basic assump-
tions of the Senator from Washington, it
is a persuasive speech. I agree with
much of it. But I suggest it ignores the
larger picture which the witnesses be-
fore the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions made plain in their testimony a few
weeks ago. So I now turn to a brief
discussion of that testimony. I believe
I have already read into the REcorp
most of what needs to be pointed out
with respect to the testimony of Ambas-
sador Kennan; but I did not mention
what he had to say about the bombing.

I quote from page 59 of his testimony
at the hearing before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on January 30. Senator
Coorer asked him—and I shall skip the
first part of the Senator's comment, be-
cause it is irrelevant:

Do you think cessation of bombing is
worth the risk of our taking it?

Mr. KENNAN. Yes.

Senator CooPer. Moving toward the pos-
sibllity of negotiations? .

Mr. KeNNaAN. Senator Cooper, I don’t feel
that T am in a position to see all the factors
that are involved in this situation. There
are no doubt some that I can't judge from
the Information available to me. Also, In
contrast, apparently, with a great many peo-
ple who criticize violently what we are do-
ing in Vietnam, I have a very high degree of
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faith in the good will and the serlousness of
the people who are gulding our policy.

I feel that their problems have not been
easy ones. I don’t share the feeling that
they are idiots to have done what we have
done. I think this has been a very, very
difficult problem. They have given their
explanations for the continuation  of the
bombing. I have not been fully persuaded
by those explanations. Perhaps I am wrong;
perhaps they are. But it has seemed to me
that this is a very extravagant undertaking
from the standpoint of the relationship be-
tween cause and effect, fantastically expen-
sive for a rela.tively emall result. ‘It has
certainly had adverse effects on world opin-
fon., ‘And it has required us repeatedly to
decline to follow the very solemn urgings
glven us by such people as U Thant and
Pope Paul.

These are not light considerations, you see,

But In addition to this, it has divided our
own opinion here at home in a very grievous
manner,

"And finally you have the fact that, as the
administration admits, any operation of this
sort is bound to bring a certain amount of
loss of innocent civilianlife. ' Now, this is
something we, all of us, in the light of our
own ideals and national ideals and personal
feelings can only regret profoundly.

I interject that it is not only the
cause of substantial loss of life:among
civilians; it is the cause of significant
loss of life to American boys who are
flying the planes and being shot down
and killed or burned to death, or taken
prisoner and perhaps tortured. So the
cost is even greater, in my book, than
Ambassador Kennan's statement indi-
cates. 1
The Ambassador continues:

So for all these reasons, it seems to me that
the burden of proof iz on those who say that
this operation must continue,

I would not like to risk the statement
that if we were to stop doing it there would
immediately be some reciprocal action either
by Ho or by the Russlans. I don't know
whether there would or wouldn't.

Neither do I.

He continued:

I personally would feel more comfortable
about ;our position, whether there was or
whether there wasn't,

Then Senator Coorer said, to para-
phrase his statement, “I do not know the
answer to these imponderables, either,”
and continued:

But even knowing all, these questions
cannot be answered, yet the hope of nego-
tiations could make it worthwhile to make
the effort.

Mr. EENNAN, Yes;
tive.

I turn now to the testimony of Am-
bassador Reischauer, who testified on
January 31. For the record, this is Am-
bassador Edwin O. Reischauer, who
served in Japan with such distinction
for many years, and is now back in this
country as a professor at Harvard
University.

Senator Case asked him, as quoted on
page 56, a question which referred to
escalation. and the dangers in it and
the dangers of the bombing. The Sena-
tor from' New Jersey [Mr. Case]l ex-
pressed his personsal concern about the
bombing.

The Ambassador replied:

My observation is that the dangers of
escalatlon are the ones that press upon us

the answer is affirma-
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for the moment, but the other one might
be very, very serious, and I was really argu-
ing against these two possibilities.

I do not have any good solution to the
present war in Vietnam, as no one else has.
We do not really know. I would tend to
agree with your view that our hope of bring-
ing about negotiations and forcing the other
person to the table by hitting him harder,
by search and kill, which has not been too
successful, particularly by bombing in the
north, that these hopes have been proved
to be wrong.

With that, I thoroughly agree.

I continue to read from the statement
by the Ambassador:

Psychologically, I think, they go against
fundamental feelings. Remember. the chip
on the shoulder that any Aslan has against
us. The harder we push the more he wants
to resist. This is not the way to get him to
the table. I think we have much more hope
of getting a negotiated setflement by getting
hold of the population in the south through
a clear and hold type of policy, particularly
in the delta areas, and putting our greatest
effort into trying to bring peace, stabllity,
and eventually & buildup in those areas.

I state my disagreement with the com-
mitment of American troops into the
delta. I have already stated earlier this
afternoon why I do not agree with Am-
bassador Reischauer in that regard.

The statement of Ambassador Rei-
schauer continues:

Actually, one reason for not bombing the
north or for trying to find a way to de-
escalate that bombmg. aside from the very
high political costs we have pald around
the world for this particular policy, is a psy-
chological one. I think it would be easier
for the other side to try to find a nego-
tiated settlement when we are no longer
doing that to them, and in that sense it
would be a step toward negotiation,

With that, I thoroughly agree.

Ambassador Reischauer undertook to
state the propositions on which to base
our Pacific policy. I find myself in com-
plete agreement with them, and since
they have pertinence to the pending
measure and to the amendments which I
propose to offer tomorrow, I should like
to read them into the ReEcorp. They ap-
pear at page 8 of Ambassador Reischau-
er's testimony. The title is: “Proposi-
tions on Which To Base Our Pacific Pol-

Returning to the other Asian lands, I
should llke to put forward, on the basis of
the broad concepts discussed above, a few
general propositions, as indicative of the
fundamental directions in which we should
be trying to move over the years ahead. I
cannot in the format of this brief presenta-
tion explore these propositions fully, but I
believe they are concepts which should be
studied carefully. Stated bluntly and with
a minimum of justification or explanation.
these propositions are:

1. We should seek to minimize our military
involvement and military commitments in
Asia, because our vital interests are not like-
ly to be threatened in most of Asia, because
our type of military strength is not very ef-
fective in meeting subversion and guerrilla
warfare, which are the chief threats to the
stability of most Asian countries, and because
our military presence is likely to stir up anti-
American reactions-and have other influences
adverse to our long-range interests.

It was heartening to me, who, in my
really quite humble way, have been try-
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ing to think through these problems for
several years now, to find Ambassador
Reischauer saying so much better than
I could have said it exactly what I had
come to believe,

His second point is:

We should not try to induce most Asian
countries to aline themselves formally with
us, since such alinements do not add to our
security and are not likely to be as effective
in giving them security as their own unfet-
tered nationalism and, possibly, reglonal
groupings of llke-minded countries. Far
more useful, both to the security of most
Asian nations and to our own, are multi-
lateral involvements of these states with one
another and with all the developed nations.

We tried to do that in the SEATO
Treaty and we failed. It was not an
effective instrument for Asia then and it
is not now.” We may be a long way from
being able to create that kind of détente
or line between south Asian countries.
However, I suggest that the initiative
should come from them and not from us,
and perhaps that was the trouble with
the SEATO Treaty, that we tried to jam
it down their throats and it did not work.

I see China as a stirring and effective
nationalism along with a number of
Asian countries: Malaysia, Indonesia.
Thailand, and the Philippines. They
seem now to be coming together in an
arrangement among themselves which
perhaps—but only perhaps—we should
be prepared to support by air and naval
power from the island chain I referred
to earlier this afternoon and perhaps—
but only perhaps—by very substantial
economic aid. !

I have a fear that our very useful for-
elgn aid program—and I have been one
of the relatively few Senators who have
been strongly in support of it—is being
distorted by the enormous emphasis
placed on economic aid to Vietnam in
contradistinetion to aid to other coun-
tries which, in my opinion, need it far
more and where, were it dispersed, the
national security of the United States
would be much better protected. I refer
to the countries of Latin America where
the Alliance for Progress seems to be fal-
tering to some extent, and necessarily
to India and Pakistan, Turkey to a lesser
extent, Greece, Taiwan, and perhaps
Korea, speaking in economic but not in
military terms.
13Amhmssmior Reischauer’s third point

We should not sponsor political, social,
or economic change in Aslan countries,
though we should be responsive to requests
from them for aid in carrying out such
changes whenever we judge that these
changes would help in the healthy develop-
ment of these countries and that our aid
could usefully contribute to this end. We
run serious and unwarranted dangers when
we take the initiative in sponsoring im-

portant internal changes in Asian lands or
when our influence becomes so preponderant
that we assume responsibility for the exist-

ence or nature of a regime. Such situations
are all too llkely to produce serious friction
between our well-meaning efforts and their
nationalism,

If I could put that eloguent state-
ment in blunter terms, I would say that
we should mind our own business. We
should not offer our particular brand
of idealism to those who do not ask
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for it. However, if we are asked and
the request is sensible and in the best
interest of ourselves and the asking coun-
try, we should then show that com-
passion and good Samaritanism which is
so large a part of the American attitude
toward the world during the history of
our Republic.
The Ambassador’s fourth point is:

We should not seek to play the role of
leader in Asia, rallylng allles to our policles,
but should attempt to withdraw to the role
of a friendly outside supporter of individual
or collective Asian initiatives. In such a
role, we are more likely to be able to give
effective aid to Aslan countries than when
we assume the leadershlp ourselves,

I quote from page 9:

However, unless we have guiding proposi-
tions of this type clearly in mind, we can-
not take steps in the right direction when
opportunity does offer, and we run the risk
of wandering even further afield from them.

I now turn to the testimony of Henry
Steele Commager before the Committee
on Foreign Relations on the subject
“Changing American Attitudes Toward
Foreign Policy.” Mr. Commager testi-
fied on Monday, February 20, of this year.
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gore] asked this question:

I would like to have your analysis of the
pro'posa.l recently made that, as I understand
it that, the United States would stop bomb-
ing of the north, of North Vietnam, if North
Vietnam would cease supplying her soldiers
and sending reinforcements and supplies to
her soldiers, her armies, in South Vietnam.

Mr. Commager replied in terms of a
letter he had written a few days earlier
to the New York Times, expressing his
views on the bombing. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of that letter be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Feb. 19, 1967]
BomB PAUSE ARGUMENT CHALLENGED

To THE EDITOR:

In his authoritative statement (Feb. 9)
of the United States position on halting the
bombing in North Vietnam, Secretary Rusk
emphasized what has now become the central
thesis of the American position: no bombing
pause unless there is a reciprocal pause in
North Vietnamese “infiltration.” The Ad-
ministration is by now so bemused with this
argument that it advances it as if It were an
axiom that cannot be challenged, But the
two activities—bombing of North Vietnam
and the movement of troops into South Viet-
nam, are neither reciprocal nor comparable,

During the past three years or so the
United States has “infiltrated” something
over four hundred thousand troops into
South Vietnam; North Vietnam has “infil-
trated” perhaps one-third or one-fourth this
number. On top of our troop build-up,
which more than matches the combined
forces of the Vieteong and the North Viet-
namese, we have embarked upon a program
of bombing, and now rain down upon Viet-
nam more bombs than we dropped on Ger-
many or Japan during any year of the great
war. g

COMPARABLE ACTION

The equivalent of & halt to the bombing
is not a halt to North Vietnamese “infiltra-
tlon.” Buch a halt would be logically
matched by a comparable halt to the build-
up and supply of U.S, forces in Vietnam.
Secretary Rusk complained that North Viet-
nam took advantage of our two previous
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bombing pauses to continue its “infiltra-
tion.” But surely so did we. Indeed, all
the evidence which we have suggests that
during these pauses our own bulild-up went
on at a faster rate than the North Viet-
namese's.

The idea, 50 assiduously propagated, that if
we halted the bombing we would somehow be
left naked to the enemy, 18 unworthy of the
spokesman of the most powerful nation on
earth. The joint United States-South Viet-
namese forces outnumber the joint Vietcong-
North Vietnamese forces by something like
three to one; their superiority in arms and
equipment and all material of war is incom-
parably greater.

To halt the bombing would not put Ameri-
can soldiers at the mercy of the enemy, but
might restore, for a moment, a faint sem-
blance of parity between these contending
forces. If, as seems clear, this is the price
of peace negotiations, it is a price we can
well afford to pay. [Editorial Feb. 14]

HeENRY STEELE COMMAGER.

AMHERST, Mass., February 9, 1967.

(The writer is Winthrop H. Smith, Profes-
sor of American History at Amherst College.)

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, Mr.
Commager continued:

I do not, in fact, think that the equivalent
of a cessation of bombing Is a cessation of
infiltration from the North. The fact is
that we continue our Inflltration and have
done so from the beginning.

to furnish me.
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Let us remember that we are a foreign
power in Vietnam, and that North Viet-
nam at least has the excuse that they
are coming to the aid of their country-
men, however we may deplore the way
their countrymen are acting.

Mr. Commager continued:

The fact is that we continue our inflltration
and have done so from the beginning; that
although we do not use this word, it is a
loaded word, we have, in effect, infiltrated
something like 450,000 soldiers to Vietnam
to, perhaps 100,000 I suspect less, from North
Vietnam into the south.

Mr, Commager’s suspicions are correct,
according to the best figures that the
Department of ‘Defense has been able
Infiltration into the
south was 48,000 last year—with the pos-
?hmty of 26,000 more—and 26,000 for

965.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a
table entitled “Statistics of Troop
Strength, Infiltration, and Numbers
Killed in‘Action,” compiled by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations from data
furnished by the Department of Defense.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Statistics on troop strength, infiliration, and numbers killed in action, 1960-65, compiled
from Department of Defense data

[SBome figures have been rounded off]

End of year— ;
19860 1961 1062 1963 1064 1965 1966

[ v b e e o S 21, 800 3, 000 11, 000 16, 000 23,000 | 184,000 | 454,000
U.B. forces kiiled in action (267 total,

b 1T T L TN B TR E S e Tl TEUERRAS T |5 S0 L 1,369 5, 008

2. South Vietnsm 's forces (national mili- ]

........................ 248,000 | 306,000 | 395,000 | 397,000 | 514,000 | 571,000 620, 000
3. Bout! Vieu\amase forces killed in ac-

L M TE ST LR S o T SRENEN - 2,228 4, 004 4,457 B, 665 7,457 11,243 9, 469

.« Other friendly forces. - .c.c-ccammceomafoccnioaaas 22, 400 52, 600
5 Vietcong and North Vietnamese

{i 36, 000 63, 000 79, 000 92,000 | 126,000 | ¥250,000 | 4275, 000

5, 669 12,133 21,158 20, 575 16, 785 35,436 55, 000

4, 600 6, 800 12, 900 8, 12, 400 26, 000 548,000

1 Includes 35,000 U.8. forces in Thailand and 30 000 in naval forces operating in Vietnam area,

1 Does not include paramilitary/secarity forces
# 26,000 I?Iorth thnmase regnlars
4 45,000 North Vie regu]m's

s Total for “ccnﬂrmed” and “probable.”

Mr.CLARK. Mr. President, Mr. Com-
mager continues:

We have have built up our supplies, our
materiel, all of these things, throughout the
last three years at our various bombing
pauses. We continue our bulld-up, we con-
tinue our infiltration of soldliers.

It seems to me most unfair to ask the
other side to stop what they are doing while
we continue that. The quid pro quo for
cessation of infiltration is a cessation of our
own build-up. The bombing is an extra, as
it were. We launched it rather late in the
day. It now seems to have gone on forever,
but it did not go on up until 1965.

We launched it rather late in the day, and
the proper relationship, a proper basis, I
think, for a discussion, preliminary dis-
cussion, which might lead to a negotiated
settlement is that we stop bombing and then
that both sides, if possible, stop infiltrating,
fighting, any kind of build-up.

If the North Insists on continuing its
build-up, we would continue our build-up
as we now have a three-to-one majority in
soldiers against the other side, and probably
a ten-to-one superiority in arms and arma-
ments of all kinds, and the comparable

An additional 26,000 are listed as * possible.”

build-up would not be a serlous drawback
for the United States.

As T sald earller, the notion that we would
somewhat be left naked to our enemies if
we stopped bombing the North 18 an ab-

So that I do not see there any serlous
danger. I think it is clear, and it grows
Increasingly clear, with every statement that
comes from us.

‘There was a letter in the Post today from
Canada on this matter. It grows increas-
ingly clear that there was some kind of
signal from the North If we would, in fact,
stop bombing for awhile, perhaps steps could
be taken for discussions. This is a matter,
of course, about which no layman has any
accurate knowledge.

Mr. President, I wish I could do ade-
quate justice to the testimony given by
Mr. Commager. It was brilliant and, to
me, absolutely persuasive. His state-
ment is a long one—too long, I believe,
to place in the Recorp. The ecolloquy
with various members of the Committee
on Foreign Relations was even longer.
But the point of view expressed by Mr.
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Commager with great eloquence is sub-
stantially the point of view I have ad-
vanced on the floor of the Senate this
afternoon. I concur in his comments,
and I urge Senators to get copies of his
statement from the Committee on For-
eign Relations. I would urge them, if
they feel so inclined, to read the colloguy
also, because to me the Commager state-
ment is a brilliant rebuttal of the policy
this administration is following both
with respect to Vietnam and China and,
indeed, with respect to all of Southeast
Asia—I will go even further and say:
the policy we are following with respect
to this constantly shrinking one world,
concerning which the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson] addressed
himself in his speech last week.

The title of Professor Commager’'s
testimony is “Changing American Atti-
tudes Toward Foreign Policy.” I think
he rendered a great educational service
to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
I hope to the Senate, and I hope to the
country, because his primary concept
was that the cold war can be ended; that
international cooperation can be substi-
tuted for international conflict; that
Vietnam is merely a symptom of the
need to turn toward a détente with the
Soviet Union and to offer the hand of
friendship to Communist China, even
though we know that that hand will not,
for the foreseeable future, be accepted;
to build those bridges between East and
West, about which President Johnson
spoke so eloquently in his October 7 ad-
dress; and at least to give the Commu-
nists a chance to satisfy us that they
know that their future as well as our fu-
ture depends on peace, not war; that war
in the modern world settles nothing, but
exacerbates hate that can last for gen-
erations.

I had an opportunity, around the 18th
or 19th of November last, to go to
Poland. The Poles have a wonderful
sense of humor. They are a brilliant
people. They have been devastated and
ravaged through the centuries by the
Germans, the Austrians, and the Rus-
sians. Their independence and freedom
have been taken away from them. They
have come back, they have bounced back
strongly, to become an independent na-
tion again.

They still have a sense of humor.
There is a story going around Warsaw to
the effect that Adenauer, Gromyko, and
Khrushchev all died and, believe it or
not, they went to heaven. That is the
unbelievable part of the story. When
they got there, St. Peter greeted them
cordially. This, I think, is also some-
what unlikely. He said to them, “Gen-
tlemen, I give each of you one wish.
What you want will be granted.” He
then asked Adenauer to state his wish.

Adenauer said, “I want to kill all the
Russians.” Khrushchev said, “I want to
kill all the Germans.” 8St. Peter said to
Gromyko, “What do you want?” Well,
said Gromyko, “Are you really going to
grant these desires of my colleagues?
This is not a very Christian thing to do.”

St. Peter said, “That is true. They are
harsh requests, but I have given my word
and, therefore, I will, at the request of
Chancellor Adenauer, kill all the Rus-
sians. I will, at the request of Premier
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Khrushchev, kill all Germans. What do
you want, Mr. Gromyko?” Gromyko
said, “Under those -circumstances, I
would like to have a cup of coffee.”

This story gives an idea of the hatred
which still infests Europe. We are
building up hatreds of our own in Asia
today. It is a remarkable thing that the
hatred between ourselves and the Japa-
nese ended so quickly, and that the ha-
tred between ourselves and the Germans
ended so quickly. There never really
was much hatred between us and the
Italians. To me it is almost impossible
to hate an Italian. I do not know how
one can do it.

‘We have substituted hatred for com-
munism and it has become nationalistic.
So many hate the Russians and the
Chinese, and they are not going to go
away. St. Peter is not going to act on
that basis when President Johnson goes
to heaven, as I am sure he will. We bet-
ter learn to get along with it and sub-
stitute, if we can, those lines I have re-
cited so many times, “International co-
operation for international conflict.”

I wish to refer to four other extraordi-
narily fine witnesses who appeared be-
fore the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, the first of which was Lt. Gen.
James M. Gavin:

In discussing Vietnam, I would like to be-
gin where I left off before this Committee
last year. I urged then that we not expand
our forces beyond those then committed,
which were on the order of 275,000 troops,
pointing out that we possessed powerful
military enclaves; complexes of sea and alr
power from which we could conduct opera-
tions as necessary to pacify that country.

In the course of the hearing I was asked
to state my views to the Committee in writ-
ing on bombing and I wrote, in part, the
following:

“I believe that we must recognize that
the nature of the fighting in Vietnam is quite
different than, for example, that of World
War II. Baslc to the struggle in Vietnam
is internal civil strife. Our military efforts,
therefore, must be directed toward winning
the good will of the people, and retaining
that of those who are fighting with us, It
follows that bombing attacks intended to
achieve psychological impact through the
killing of noncombatants is unquestionably
wrong. Likewise the attack of targets near
areas highly populated by civillans, where
clvillans are likely to be the casualties, is
also militarily as well as morally wrong.”

I would like to reaffirm those views today.
In my opinion, the bombings of North Viet-
nam have caused considerable civillan cas-
ualties, have not stopped the flow of supplies
to the South, and have aroused the i1l will of
people throughout the world.

Mr. President, I was quoting from
pages 3 and 4 of the typewritten tran-
script of the comments of General Gav-
in. He reiterated on pages 45, 46, and 47
his objections to the bombing and his
reasons for believing it should cease.

On page 50 he said:

One gets uneasy, If you read carefully
what has been sald about bombing, for ex-
ample, in the midst of the Lunar truce. We
sald that they had shipped 35,000 tons of
supplies down south, and therefore they
violated the truce. Now it seems to me to a
thoughtful person this means, “We are glv-
ing you a warning now; we are not going to
go beyond the pre-truce,” and I say this be-
cause they could not possibly know what was
35 or 350,000 tons of troop-supplies and
this suggests that we stopped all movement
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to the theater in the mid-Pacific and every
place else of supplies and troops and stopped
all movement to the border of our own
troops, you see, wherever the confrontation
occurred, which of course was not so, and
besides in the preceding truce we flew re-
connaissance missions that the Vietnamese
could not tell from a bomber I am sure or
an airplane carrying weapons, so that this
announcement in itself was a suggestion to
me of more—of there being more behind the
statement than the statement itself said.

I do not—I find it difficult to believe all
the things that are being sald about bomb-
ing.

So, Mr. President, we have the testi-
mony of Reischauer, Commager, Ken-
nan, and Gavin that the bombing is
counterproductive and that it is a de-
terrent to efforts to get to the negotiat-
ing table.

From a military point of view it is in-
effective and, therefore, in my opinion it
should be stopped, at least long enough
for us to determine whether it is possible
to come to the negotiating table if we
hold our hand for at least a reasonable
period of time.

Mr. President, I wish to read the last
paragraph of General Gavin's state-
ment. It appears on pages 16 and 17
of the typewritten transcript. It is the
most eloquent statement that any of the
witnesses made for the need for a dif-
ferent foreign policy. General Gavin
spoke on the conflicts between U.S.
capability and foreign commitment. He
said at the end:

Now, Mr. Chalrman, in summary, I recom-
mend that we bring hostilities in Vietnam
to an end as quickly and reasonably as we
can, that we devote those vast expenditures
of our national resources to dealing with our
domestic problems; that we make a massive
attack on the problems of education, hous-
ing, economic opportunity, lawlessness and
environmental pollution; that we increase
the support of all peaceful measures with our
neighbors; that this include a thorough eval-
uation of our ald program; that we seek
peaceful relations and closer economic ties
with the Eastern bloc of nations. To accom-
plish this, I belleve, for example, that the
ratification of the Consular Convention
should be accomplished and that the Presi-
dent's program for East-West trade should
be encouraged and supported. With an im-
proving soclety at home and an outgoing ap-
proach to dealing with the problems abroad,
we shall have no fear whatsoever for our
own place in history, for there is a quality
of greatness in the American Revolution that
is yet to be realized, and, in my opinion, it is
a quality that is exportable.

Mr, President, that completes the ma-
terial which I wish to place in the Recorp
today preliminary to calling up my
amendments tomorrow, unless others
wish to speak before the amendments are
called up.

At that time I expect to speak again,
although more briefly, on the assets and
liabilities of our policy in Vietnam, what
the war is costing us, not only in dollars
and lives and the balance of payments,
but also the postponement or abandon-
ment of domestic programs, which in my
opinion should have & higher priority. I
have entitled this speech, “What Price
Glory.”

What are we paying for the elusive
hope of a military victory in Vietnam
which might conceivably result in one
more “Hurrah”?

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, in accordance with the order
previously entered, I move that the Sen-
ate stand in adjournment until 12

o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 20 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow,
February 28, 1967, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate February 27,

1967:

In THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for temporary appointment to the
grade of first lieutenant subject to qualifica-

tion therefor as provided by law:

Abene, Charles F.
Abrams, David P.
Abrams, Joseph C.
Ackerson, George T.
Ackley, Gordon E,, Jr.
Acosta, Louls
Acosta, Raymond, Jr.
Adams, Joe E.
Adams, John W.
Adams, Norbert H.
Adams, Richard W.
Adams, Robert L.
Adams, William T.
Adkins, Jimmie L.
Adler, Sidney S., Jr.
Aggers, Dean R.
Aguayo, Ernest M.
Ahlers, Richard M.
Ah Sue, Frank L.
Ainsworth, James J,
Albert, Bruce M.
Albright, Thomas E.
Albright, Walter L.
Alexander, Richard E.
Allen, Carl, Jr.

Allen, James M.
Allen, James P.
Allen, Kenneth E.
Allen, Lloyd, Jr.
Allen, Raymond K.
Allen, Thomas V.
Allum, Phillip D.
Althoff, Otto T, H.,, IIT
Alvarez, George L.
Alvarez, Juan C.
Amberson, William D,
Ambort, Ernest G.
Ambrose, Ronald S.
Amick, Dewey E.
Amos, Henry D., Jr.
Andelin, Marvin R.
Anderson, Byron A,
Anderson, Carl W.
Anderson, Charles F.
Anderson, Douglas E.
Anderson, Jack H.
Anderson, John H.
Anderson, Joseph C.

Anderson, Lawrence R.

Anderson, Melvin L.
Anderson, “O” “V.”
Anderson, Perry B.
Anderson, Robert C.,
Jr,
Anderson, Terrence E.
Anderson, Thomas M.
Anderson, Wilbur L.
Anderson, William A.
Annis, James E.
Anselmo, Salvatore
Anthony, William J.
Antl, Raymond L.
Antle, Gayle
Appleby. William L.
Aragon, Gerald P.
Arango, Gerardo
Ardolino, Gavin C.
Arendale, John L,

Armitage, George L.
Arnold, Billy T.
Arnold, Everett C.
Arnold, Richard E.
Arocha, Julius
Arthur, Robert J.
Ascher, Charles J.
Ash, George J.
Asher, James P.
Ashley, Calvin H.
Astle, John C.
Atiles, Louis C., Jr.
Atkins, Darrell R.
Atkinson, William T.,
Jr.
Atwood, Robert E., Sr.
Avellino, Michael J.
Awalt, Marshall L.
Axline, Robert L.
Ayers, Rodney F.
Aylward, George F.
Azarian, Harry K.
Babers, Henry D,
Babineau, Raymond
O, Jr.
Bache, Terrance W.
Bachstein, Robert L.
Backus, William E.,
Jr.
Bacon, Gerald C.
Baer, Robert A.
Baeza, Bernard J.
Bagby, Richard A.
Baggett, Liston D.
Bagley, David L.
Balley, Barry H.
Bailey, George H.
Balley, Ralph J.
Balley, Robert E.
Balley, Willard E.
Balird, Jerry K.
Baker, Clyde L.
Baker, George W.
Baker, Michael L.
Baker, Paul R,
Baker, Robert C.
Baker, Vance
B&éderree. Theodore
Balfanz, Duane A.
Balius, Ronald A.
Ball, Richard A.
Ballance, Orval C.
Ballance, Samuel M.
Balske, Ronald E.
Banaszek, Edward A.
Bancroft, Paul P,
Bangs, William L.
Banks, Charles D.
Banks, Don
Bantleon, Ervin R.,
Jr.
Barber, Harold J., Jr.
Barber, John 8., Jr.
Bare, Boyd B.
Barfield, Ernest
Bargerstock, Glenn C.
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Barkhouse, Walter E.
Barkley, Roy T.
Barksdale, Dennis
Barnes, Glen E.
Barnes, James M.
Barnes, Robert J.
Barnes, William P.
Barnett, James W,
Barnett, Windle W.
Barnett, Robert K.
Baronet, Lee N.
Barrer, Harold B.
Barriteau, Bradley E.
Barrow, Bonie P.
Barry, James M.
Barry, Lawrence E.
Bartell, Harold E.
Bartlett, Donice R.
Bartlett, Francis E., Jr.
Bartlett, James N.
Bartley, James H.
Bartley, Charles M.

Bartolomeo, Clarence

C.
Barton, Charles R.
Barton, Richard L.
Baschnagel, Walter T,
Bash, Robert C.
Basham, Benjamin E,
Bass, Charles M.

Bassett, James V.
Bassett, Irving A., Jr.
Bastyr, Michael J.
Bates, Joseph F.
Bates, John L.

Bates, Ralph S.

Batha, Frank M., Jr.
Bau, William P.

Bauer, John W.
Baughman, William O.
Baum, Arthur R., Jr.
Baumbach, Richard R.
Balt%:mg'ardner. Janna

Baurle, Robert E,
Bausemer, Francis J.
Baxley, Eugene L.
Bayse, Danlel L.
Beadle, Conrad M.
Beal, Rodney A.

Bean, Theodore T.
Beasley, Robert E.
Beasock, Eenneth U,
Beatty, Robert E.
Bechtel, Marvin H.
Beck, Benjamin W.
Beck, Bobby L.

Beck, William O.
Becker, Edgar L.
Beebe, Danlel L.
Beggs, Bernard F.
Begor, George L.
Beier, John C.

Belling, Francis J., Jr.
Belanger, Durham J,
Belcher, Travis E.
Beligotti, Augustus D.
Belkonen, Thomas C.
Bell, Charles H.

Bell, Eugene O.

Bell, Timothy C.
Bell, Walter H.
Bellis, Richard T.
Belville, Arthur J., Jr.
Beman, Charles G.
Bemish, Richard O.
Benedict, Fleldon C.
Benfatti, Raymond C
Benjamin, Eugene R.
Benjamin, Gilbert T.
Bennett, George J.
Bennett, Robert W.
Bennett, Donald E.
Bennett, Donald R.
Benoit, Ronald R.
Benoy, Robert F,
Benson, Robert C.
Benson, Thomas G.
Bentley, Harry L.
Benton, Willlam C.

Bentson, Roy B.
Benz, Anthony B.
Bequette, Bobby P.
Berdine, Virgil M.
Beresford, Eugene H.
Berger, Donald J.
Berger, Paul A.
Berger, Roger J.
Bergerson, John F.
Berglund, Alfred C.
Berkey, Eenneth W.
Berkheiser, Stephen

R.
Berrey, Charles H.
Berry, Thomas A.

Bershinsky, George V
Bertagnolll, William
R.

Berton, Calvin J.

Bethune, Donald E.

Beukema, Donald R.,
oI

Bever, Homer E.
Be;eridge. Albert. J.,
;o
Bevilacqua, Allan C.
Bewley, Theodore A.
Bible, Hubert D.
Bickford, Thomas E.
Biggers, Willilam A.
Bigler, David P,
Bihler, Spencer G.
Bille, George A.
Billick, Robert M.
Billings, Charles E.
Billipp, Norman K.
Binder, John A.
Bingham, Thomas F.
Bishoff, Franklin R.
Bishop, Francis A.
Bishop, John W.
Bjornaas, Forrest R.
Black, Jerry C.
Black, William E.
Blair, Howard M., Jr.
Blake, James T.
Blake, Mason G.
Blanchette, Robert O.
Bland, Robert W.
Bland, Thomas M,
Blank, Joseph J., Jr.
Blanton, Jerry M.
Blaylock, Philip W.
Bledsoe, John D,
Bledsoe, Otis W,
Blessing, LeRoy E.
Bleﬂm- uLll l(DII
Blocker, Billy R.
Blott, William
Blount, Earl C., Jr.
Blount, John L., Jr.
Bloxom, Ray L.
Bly, Oscar E.
Blyzes, Orville N,
Boatwright, Dave E.
Bobb, John T.
Bobbio, Leonard J.
Bodkin, Lee D,
Bodree, Eugene A.
Bodzlak, Henry M.
Boehm, Robert W.
Boeker, Arden G,
Boerner, Robert E.
Boeyen, William C.
Bofenkamp, Brent S.
Boggs, Okey L.
Boise, Lee A.
Bokholt, William M.
Bolen, Glenn E,
Bolson, James M.
Bolton, Richard W.
Bondurant, Richard D.
Bonifay, Robert L.
Bonin, Francis G.
Bonini, Juan B.
Bonneau, James M.
Bonsignore, Joseph
Bontell, Willlam J.
Booze, Delmar G.
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Borek, Max J.
Borgman, William C.
Borowicki, Albert A,
Borowy, Alfred J.
Bos, Richard E.
Botelho, Ernest
Bottorff, Norman L.
Bouldin, John F.
Boutin, Leo C.
Bovee, William B.
Bowen, Clifton E.
Bowen, Eugene A.
Bowen, Henry E., Jr.
Bowers, Earl T., Jr.
Bowers, Ralph C.
Bowman, John W., Jr.
Bowman, Leonard L.
Bowman, Marion V.
Bowyer, Bernard G.
Bowyer, Lindy E.
Box, Robert C.
Boyd, Richard R.
Boyle, Edward B.
Boyser, Everett J., Jr.
Bracken, Wallace D.
Braden, Norman D.
Bradford, Ellis J.
Bradley, Robert G.
Bradley, Joseph G. A.
Brady, Donald
Brady, Earnest W.
Brady, John A.
Brage, Jack A.
Bragg, Eenneth G.
Braley, Charles A., IIT
Brandenburg, Willlam
C., I
Brandenburg, Leo A.
Brandl, Donald R.
Brantd, Dale R.
Brandt, George “H”, Jr.
Branson, Bobbie V.
Branson, Sylvan E.
Brassington, Richard

C.
Bray, Shella R., Jr.
Brayfield, Nelson E,
Bream, Philip A,
Breeze, Eugene
Brehm, Arthur R.
Brennan, Edward J.
Brennan, Joseph J.
Breshes.ra, an uBn
Brey, Patrick M.
Bridges, Lionel H,
Bridges, Robert, Jr.
Bright, Edward E.
Bright, Raymond J.
Bringham, Gary L.
Brock, George A,
Broderick, Ernest J.,

Jr.
Brodeur, Henry
Brookman, Donald P.
Brooks, Garold N,
Brooks, James W.
Brooks, Robert D.
Brooks, Ronald D.
Brooks, Theo I.
Broska, Arthur C,, Jr.
Brouillette, George H.
Broussard, Nelson J.
Brown, Charles O.
Brown, Charles W.
Brown, Constantinos

T

Brown, Donald A.
Brown, Donald E.
Brown, Donald J.
Brown, Edward H., Jr.
Brown, Edwin J.
Brown, Gerald V.
Brown, George F.
Brown, Harry A., Jr.
Brown, Herbert D.
Brown, James C.
Brown, James E.
Brown, Jerrell M.
Brown, John P.
Brown, John W.
Brown, Eermit E.
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Brown, Norman
Brown, Palmer
Brown, Richard M.
Brown, Robert A,
Brown, Robert L.
Brown, Thomas L.
Brown, Umphis L.
Brown, Walter A., Jr.
Brown, William A.
Brown, Willilam A.
Brown,William N.
Brownfleld, Arthur,
oI
Brownlee, Joseph L.,
Jr.

Bruch, John N.
Brumagen, Arthur
Br.;mdaga. ‘Warren R.,
T,
Brunell, Randolph D.
Bryant, Clarence C.
Bryant, George M.
Buck, Willlam L., IIT
Buckingham, John E,
Buckley, Leonard
Buelow, Frederick A.
Bugbee, Duane M.
Buhl, William J.
Buice, Richard E.
Bullock, Jeat
Bumgarner, Olin L.
Bunn, Marcus L.
Bunnell, Vernon B.
Bunting, Jerry E.
Burch, Verle E.
Burgess, Bernard E.
Burgett, Ernest A.
Burie, James R.
Burk, Roger R.
Burke, John R.
Burkhard, Robert G.
Burley, Harold G., Jr.
Burlingame, William
R.
Burnett, Earl V.
Burns, Elkanah J., Jr.
Burns, James M.
Burns, Kenneth R,
Burns, Eenneth R.
Burns, Robert J.
Burr, Charles A., Jr.
Burris, Kenneth F.
Burton, Earl L.
Burton, Harry E.
Burton, Ronald R.
Burtscher, Johnnie D.
Bury, Leonard M.
Buschbom, Ronald L.
Bushey, Charles J.
Bushnell, Louls G.
Bussell, Brice L.
Butchko, Stephen W,
Jr.
Butler, Erston
Butler, Willlam B., Jr.
Butts, Bonnie O.
Byelick, Joseph M.
Byrnes, Ronald F.
Bytof, Clarence
Cady, Raymond J.
Cahill, Willlam J., Jr.
Caldwell, Jackie D.
Caldwell, William
Call, Fred J.
Callahan, Howard L.
Cameron, Charles A.
Cameron, Donald R.
Camp, Walter J.
Ca;npalgne, Markham

Campbell, Charley M.
Campbell, Donald E.
Campbell, Donald J.
Campbell, James E.
Campbell, Joseph J.
Campbell, Thomas E,
Campbell, Willilam J.
Camper, Donald “A"™
Camper, Ronald “B”
Candelario, Emilio, Jr.
Canning, Robert H.
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Cannon, Charles E.
Cannon, James R.
Canonico, Joseph A,
Cantrell, Bryan K,
Cantrell, Harold E.,
Jr.
Capdepon, Henry P.,
Jr.
Capecl, Robert L.
Capelle, Paul W.
Caplstran, Joseph' A.
Cappock, Robert J.
Capps, Darl G.
Caputo, Anthony F.
Cardell, Robert A.
Cardoza, Edward
Carey, Richard L.
Carlisle, Rayon H., Jr.
Carlton, Eugene E.
Carman, James D,
Carmen, Nathaniel W.
Carmody, Edward E.
Carnako, George
Carnicle, Gary L.
Caroll, Robert F.
Carpenter, s © Gl 93
Carpenter, James E,
Carpenter, Robert M.
Carr, Thomas L.
Carr, Willlam D., Jr,
Carrington, John H.
Carroll, Patrick G.
Carroll, Robert J,
Carroll, Thomas L.
Carson, Milton E.
Carter, John E.
Carter, Joseph M.
Carter, William L., Jr.
Cartmill, Lloyd J.
Carver, David B,
Carver, Roger E.
Casen, Grover C,
Casey, Andy
Casey, Howard L.
Casey, James J,
Cash, Paul E.
Cash, Robert
Castl, James E.
Castonguay, James J,
Caswell, Charles R.
Catanzaro, Leonard J.
Cates, Ernest H.
Catheart, James A,
Cato, Dale G.
Caudill, Oscar L.
Caulfleld, Thomas J.,
Jr.
Caussin, John J,
Caylao, Alex H,, Jr.
Cedoz, Russell C,
Centers, Norman B.
Chamberlain, Douglas
w.
Chambperlain, Richard
Chambers, Cleo M.
cl:jamharﬂ. Justice M.,
T
Champion, George W.
Chance, Charles L.
Chapman, Arthur J.
Chapman, James F,
Chapman, James L.
Chapman, Laurel E,
Chapman, Walton F,
Charles, Maurice A.
Charrier, James E.
Chase, Jerome M,

Chatelle, Louls A,, Jr.

Chavers, Wayland D.
Chaves, Emilio J.
Chaves, Jackson B.
Chavez, Pedro

Chen, Robert L.

Chervenak, Michael P.

Chesnut, Bobby G.
Chickneas, James
Childs, William J,
Chilton, Jack E,
Chin, Earl F. M.
Ching, George M.
Chipman, Edward E.
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Chmiel, Larry V.
Choate, Julian R., Jr.
Choate, Larry D.
Chopiak, Russell C.
Christ, Willlam E.
Christenson, Howard
J.
Christian, Ward E.
Chun, James K, M.
Chupik, Stephen E.
Church, Earl V.
Chytka, Lawrence J.
Cialone, Joseph A., II
Cipolla, Henry J.
Cipperly, Willlam J.
Cipriani, Robert P.
Cirka, Richard G.
Cismar, Frank P., Jr.
Cisneros, Philip C.
Clancy, William J., Jr.
Clapp, Harold G.
Clapp, Robert D.

" ‘Clark, Charles V.
“Clark, Donald J.

Clark, Duchesne P.,
Jr.
Clark, Elmo A.
Clark, Kenneth R.
Clark, Roy L.
Clark, Stephen P.
Clark, Thomas J.
Clarke, Thomas
J., Jr.
Clark, Vernon L.
Clausen, Raymond C.

‘Clem, Eenneth W.

Clemens, Duane T.
Clemons, Edgar L.
Cleveland, David C.
Cleveland,

Harold “K"
Clevenger, Aubrey L.
Clickner, David M.
Clifford, Gerald R.
Clifford, Wilfred J.
Cline, Charles M.
Cline, Charles 8;
Clontz, Paul B.
Coble, Rex G.
Cochran, Ralph E.
Cockrell, Ernest;
Coconis, Peter P.
Coffey, Allin L.
Cohenour, Keith E.
Colbert, Jarrett, Jr.
Cole, Bobby D.
Cole, Robert E.
Coleman, Harold J.
Coleman, Clinton R.
Coll, William P,
Colleton, Charles

F. Jr.

Collier, Donald E.
Collins, Daniel J.
Collins, Joan M.
Collins, Joe R., II
Colllna. John L
Collins, Howard J Py
Collura, Joseph
Colly, Joseph P., Jr.
Colney, Earl W.
Colton, Willlam J.
Combs, Edgar G.
Combs, William D.
Comer, Charles G.
Compo, Edward E.
Condroski,

Anthony R.
Connell, Willlam R.
Connin, Larry A.
Connly, Robert

A, Jr.

Connolly, John

L., JT.

Conover, Jerry L.
Conrardy, William C,
Consolvo, John

Ww.,Jr.
Goﬁstantine Stephan
Contreras, Solomon O.

Conyers, John M.
Cook, Charles E,
Cook, Dannie L.
Cook, Darrell H.
Cook, Freddy V.
Cook, James A,
Cook, Marvin, Jr.
Cook, Paul M., IT
Cook, Rod.nay
Cooke, Curtis-V.
Cooksey, Charles D.
Cooper, Bertrand W.,
Jr,

Cooper, Charles L.
Cooper, Eldon L.
Cooper, Joseph R.,, Jr.
Cooper, Warren E.
Copeland, George D.
Copes, William E.
Corcoran, Joseph N.
Corcoran, Kermit C,
Cordes, Alfred G.
Cormier, Gerard A.

Cornelius, Franklin L.

Cornell, Robert A.
Cornett, Hubert C.
Corral, Robert A,
Corsey, Nolan L,
Cortez, Jose F.
Cosby, Donald R.
Cottle, Stanley E.
Coulter, Allen R.
Coulter, Robert J.
Coulter, Ronald K,
Courtney, Robert A,
Cowan, Harry E,, Jr.

Cowan, Willlam V., III

Coward, Allen M.
Cox, Billy J.
Cox, Charles K.,
Cox, Frank A,, Jr.
Cox, Francis L.
Cox, Robert D.
Coyle, Edwin J.
Crabb, Eenneth L.
Cralg, Rodger L.
Craiglow, John F,
Cramer, Donald L,
Crandall, Robert J.
Crane, Gordon N.
Craner, Franklin D,
Cravens, Larry G.
Crawford, Duane E.
Craynon, Charles R.
Creamer, Charles E.
Crew, Thomas W., IT
Crews, Ellis L.
Cribbs, Winford R.
Crippen, Jack E.
Crist, Larry D.
Critzer, Roger A.
Crockett, Daniel E.
Crockford, Ronald K.
Croghan, Edward J.,
I

Crone, John
Cronin, Richard A.
Crosby, Robert
Crosier, Allen D.
Cross, Charles F.,
Crossman, Chester H.,
Jr.
Crostic, Roy E.
Crouch, Jerry L,
Crowe, John T.
Crowe, Willlam J.
Croy, Louis M., Jr.
Croy, Norvin A., IT
Cruickshank, Eugene
Cruit, Kenneth A.
Crum, Ralph W.
Culbertson, Louls A,
Culp, Leo “V"
Culp, William L.
Culver, John M.
Cummings, Fledge E.,
Jr.
Cummings, John D,
Cummins, Philip T.
Curran, John F,

Currey, Arol E.
Curt, William E.
Curtis, Charles E.
Curtis, Harry F.
Curtis, Otis F., IV
Curtis, Terry M.
Cushman, Richard M,
Cusick, Richard D.
Cutshall, James J.
Cutten, Lewyn F., Jr.
Cuyno, Vincent H.
Czapor, Karl W.
Czarneckl, Ronald L,
Czubachowskli, Ray-
mond F.
Dailey, Edwin L., Jr.
Dalbey, Rolland M.
Daley, James T.
Daley, Raymond C.
Dalton, Robert J.
Dalzell, Richard
Daniel, Alonzo N. =
Danfiel, William R.
Daniels, Robert L.
Darby, Jackie T, "
Darcy, Joseph P.
Dargan, James J.
Darling, Eugene R,
Darnell, James M.
Darnell, Willlam M.
Darner, Trever E.
Darou, Ronald B.
Darracott, John F,
Darroch, Robert G.
Darst, Glenn L., Jr.

Daubenspeck, Fradeer-

Daugherty. Gerald B.
Dz;ugh.erw. James T.
T.
Davidson, Kenneth M.
Davidson, Larry R, '
Davidson, William T
Davies, Kenneth W,
Davies, Ralph D.
Davis, Albert E.
Davis, Arthur T.
Davis, Carroll C.
Davis, David A.
Davis, Daniel
Davls, Delmont I., Jr.
Davis, Ernest M.
Davis, George K.
Davis, James H.
Davis, James 8.
Davis, John W,, Jr,
Davis, Muriel
Davis, Raymond A.
Davis, Robert L.
Davis, Samuel D,
Davis, Thomas E.
Davis, Vaughn C.
Dawkins, Edward D.
Dawson, Charles L.
Dawson, Edward L.
Dawson, Samuel L.
Dean, Larry A,
Dean, Paul A,
Deane, Ottie B.
Deaton, Marvin D.
Deaver, Ralph W.
Decherd, David W,
Decker, Willlam J,
Dederick, Darwin E.
Deffes, Romain J., Jr.
Defrank, James W.
De Grenler, Paul L.
De Gryse, Richard V.
De Hart, Lawrence A.
Deibert, Harold J, E.
Deitrich, James N.
De Jaynes, Hubert D.
Delabarre, Ronald K,
Delacqua, Raymond J.
De La Garza, Luis A,
De Lancey, Joe M.
Delk, Vaughan E.
De Luca, Robert J.
Demers, Russell L.
Denison, Charles F., Jr.

Dennison, Marshall
I-c"
De Pietro, James D.
Desjarlals, Roland A.
Desourdy, Robert A.
Devereaux, Jewel L.
Devinny, Bernard M,
Devitt, John R.
De Wert, Willlam F.,
Dewey, Charles H.
Dexter, Harold E.
Diana, Kenneth R.
Dianish, John A.
Dias, Eenneth W.
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Dunn, John F,
Dunn, Ralph W., Jr.
Dupre, Howard J,
Duran, Gregory
Durazo, Carlos C.
Durham, Kenneth G.
Durham, Sidney E.
Dusek, Bobby E.
Dt}st.ms.n. George H.,
T,
Dutlel, Robert O.
Dyberg, Richard H.
Dye, Nellis C.
Dykeﬂ, SN G

Di Bernardo, James V.Dykstra, Lowell G.

Dickerson, Charles R.
Dickey, Thomas C,
Diederich, Don E.
Dierker, Henry A.
Dietz, Robert G,

Di Leva, Robert F.
Dill, Henry E.

Dilley, George W.
Dillinger, John W., Jr.
Dillon, James G.
Dillon, Walter R.

Di Malo, Bdward

Di Muzlo, Camillo A, .

Dittman, Richard H.
Ditto, Donald 8., Jr.
Divis, James H.
Dixon, Robert D.
Doak, Henry L., Jr.
Dobbs, Jeff A,
Dobon, Peter, Jr.
Dobson, Leroy
Dockery, Billy W,
Dodd, Julian E,, Jr,
Dodd, RobertD
Dodge, Ronald L.
Doherty, John W.
Dohse, Gunther
Dolman, Robert J.
Donlan, James T,
Donley, Paul J.
Donnell, Billy D,
Donovan, James R.
Dooley, Dennis D,
Doorack, Robert J.
Doran, Bernard R.
Doran, Frederick L,
Dorn, Daniel B,
Dornbach, Albert A,
Doss, Thomas L.
Douglas, Daniel C.
Douglas, Kenneth M,
Dow, Arnold H,
Dowden, Frank H.
Dowling, Charles H.
Downey, Jesse
Downie, Robert M,
Downs, David B.
Doyle, Bryant E,
Doyle, Duane R.
Doyle, James A,, Jr.
Doyle, John
Doyle, Paul H:
Doyle, Robert D.
Doyle, Teddy J.
Drake, Charles B.
Drew, Charles L.,
Drew, Stuart H.
Drivick, John F., III
Drnec, Paul F.
Drucker, Jerome
Drummond, Thomas
Ww.
Duer, Arthur M.
Du Fore, Floyd L.
Du Friend, James M.,
Jr.
Dugas, Hubert
Duggan, Michael J,,
Jr.
Duke, Willlam E.
Dunagan, Donald R.
Duncan, Emmett D.
Dundes, George E,,
Jr,

Dunn, Harvey
Dunn, James A.

Dzialo, Robert E.
Dzik, Arthur J,
Eagle, Monte W., Jr.
Early, Archie L.
Eaton, Jackie L.
Ebert, Robert W.
Eckersen, Frederick
Eckert, Robert L.
Eckley, Rex T,
Eckman, Charles D,
Eckman, George M.
Edelen, Kenneth D,
Edwards, Charles E.
Edwards, Robert I.
Egan, John B.
Eggers, Lee K,
Eicher, Charles D.
Elcess, Weldon L.,
Elder, Harold T.
Eldon, Ralph T,
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Anniversary of Estonian Independence

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. DONALD RUMSFELD

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, February 27, 1967

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, Feb-
ruary 24 marked the 49th anniversary of

the declaration of independence of the
Republic of Estonia. On this day in
1918, the people of this historic land
proclaimed a free democratic republie,
and during the First World War success-
fully defended themselves against both
German and Soviet offensives, which re-
sulted in the renouncement of all claims
to the territory of Estonia. The nation
then set to the task of expanding her ag-
riculture and industry and promoting
trade with other nations. In the atmos-

phere of freedom, the people of Estonia

made great progress.

Then came World War II, and in vio-
lation of existing treaties the overwhelm-
ing military might of the Soviet Union
and of Germany alternated in occupying
this land and depriving its citizens of
their freedoms, culminating in the forced
incorporation of the country into the
U.S.SR. The United States and other
Western countries have refused to ree-
ognize this annexation.
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